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Jack LONDON LITERARY PRIZE 


Professor Kevin MacDonald Received the first of the JLLP Honoraria for Research on 
Jewish Ethnic Activism. Pictured at left is JLLP Chairwoman Virginia Abernethy 





n October 31, 2004, the first Jack London Literary Prize was awarded 

to Professor Kevin MacDonald at a largely black tie banquet sponsored 

by The Occidental Quarterly. The Jack London Literary Prize banquet 
was held at the Hotel Washington, a premier location in our nation’s capital. 
Approximately 70 people attended the event, the first of a regular series of 
honoraria to be bestowed on a scholar who has been recognized for his 
contributions to advancing the interests of the West and who has been 
published in The Occidental Quarterly. In receiving the first Jack London 
Literary Prize, a cash award in the amount of $10,000, Professor MacDonald 
was recognized for his research on Jewish ethnic activism. The title of Professor 
MacDonald’s address was: “Can the Jewish Model Help the West Survive?” 
The Master of Ceremonies for the banquet was Virginia Abernethy. Professor 
MacDonald was introduced by Sam Dickson, Esq. 

The Jack London Literary Prize is a regular award that is intended to 
recognize outstanding scholarship and literature on the part of a scholar or 
author who has a resolute commitment to defending the values and interests 
of Western civilization and to the European heritage of Western peoples. The 
qualifications for the prize are as follows: 

The Jack London Prize is awarded to those authors whose work reflects the 

expansive, fearless spirit of Jack London, and is intended to promote the timeless 

values of Western civilization. The Prize honors those whose writings are 
intellectually intrepid and characterized by breadth of vision, scholarly rigor, 
and lucid phraseology. 

The text of the remarks of the participants presented at this honorary 
banquet will appear in subsequent issues of TOQ. 


Epritor’s NotTE 


THE BELL CURVE: TEN YEARS LATER 


important nonfiction book of the contemporary publishing era—The Bell 

Curve by Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray. In a well-written, 
compelling account, Herrnstein and Murray summarized decades of 
distilled research on intelligence, analyzed the data compiled from the 
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, which provided a rich trove of IQ 
results, and applied their findings to a range of social phenomena. 
Statistical models provided alternative conjectures for evaluating the 
relative importance of IQ in explaining levels in crime, education, welfare, 
occupational status, and class structure. Herrnstein and Murray’s thesis, 
that IQ makes a difference in understanding disparities in educational 
achievement, wealth, delinquency, and occupational success, undermined 
liberal assumptions about the causes of class and racial differences in 
intelligence and educational disparities. 

The Bell Curve soon spawned a tsunami of criticism, including a flood of 
commentary in the mass media and a riptide of condemnation from egalitarian 
critics, and refuting it became a major preoccupation of the policymakers and 
opinion shapers in the elite circles of academia, the media, think tanks, and the 
salons of Georgetown and Manhattan. Controversy over the book prompted 
cover stories in news and opinion magazines, including Newsweek, National 
Review, and The New Republic, and The Bell Curve was the subject of 
investigative segments on news programs such as World News Tonight and 20/ 
20. The untimely death of Richard Herrnstein a month before the book’s 
publication left Murray as the sole remaining author to battle his critics, and he 
valiantly defended The Bell Curve in appearances on C-Span’s Booknotes and 
other televised interviews. Since The Bell Curve’s publication in 1994, several 
volumes have been published attacking its thesis. Although this criticism— 
substantively vacuous and devoid of specific allegations of errors, flaws, or 
statistical mistakes by the authors—failed to refute Herrnstein and Murray’s 
thesis that intelligence is a largely inherited trait, criticism of the book and its 
authors persists a decade later. The book’s sales (combined hard and softcover 
editions) soared to nearly half a million copies—a phenomenal feat for a nonfiction 
book based on social science research and statistical analysis. Major retail chains 
such as Borders and Barnes & Noble continue to stock the paperback edition, eight 
years after its release in 1996. 


I | len years ago the Free Press published what is arguably the most 
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In recent years much criticism of The Bell Curve has been refuted by other 
behavioral scientists. Arthur Jensen’s 1998 landmark study, The g Factor, is a 
case in point. Despite the overlapping premise and empirical claims of The Bell 
Curve and The g Factor, the mass media largely ignored Jensen’s book because 
of its empirically unassailable propositions: the existence of a general factor of 
intelligence, its biological and environmental (nonbiological) aspects, and the 
evidence for racial and ethnic IQ differences. Researchers have lately plowed 
new ground in the fields of psychometrics, differential psychology, and 
behavioral genetics that substantiates much of The Bell Curve’s findings, 
although this research continues to be ignored in the mass media. As Murray 
accurately predicted in the mid-1990s, the book’s empirical assessments would 
largely become accepted and incorporated into the psychological literature 
without acknowledgment or attribution. 

Despite the blue smoke and flashing mirrors of the egalitarian critics, 
research findings have failed to substantiate their assumptions about 
intelligence and IQ differences—that racial differences in intelligence are 
substantially or exclusively (100 percent) the product of environment or 
upbringing. The lingering black-white gap in average IQ scores is an 
undisputed fact that cannot be explained by a strict environmental hypothesis. 
As Linda Gottfredson put it: 


There is no doubt whatsoever that IQ differences among individuals can be traced to 
both genetic and environmental differences. Contrary to common perception, 
however, estimates of overall heritability (the squared correlation of phenotype with 
genotype) are not of primary interest but are only preludes to deeper analysis. 
Heritability estimates depend on the degrees of genetic and environmental variation 
in the population studied, but such variation can vary over time and place without 
reflecting any change in the nature of intelligence itself. 


Imagine a society in which genetic variation for intelligence is moderate but 
unchanging over generations. Imagine also that the society evolves from one in 
which living conditions differ dramatically from one individual to another into a 
society in which all persons live in fairly equal circumstances. This is the goal of 
modern democracies, which seek equal opportunity through equal conditions of 
birth. As intimated earlier, heritabilities for intelligence will rise dramatically in 
that society as social circumstances are equalized. Its citizens may become less 
variable in observed intelligence, but the remaining IQ differences among them 
willbe mostly genetic in origin. Intelligence influences socio-economic outcomes, 
so heritabilities will rise for the latter as well. 


Genetic differences will loom large in this highly egalitarian society. Its 
remaining social distinctions could be eliminated only by eliminating the genetic 
differences or by somehow short-circuiting their influence. So far, no society has 
been able to do either. Such pre-school interventions as the Milwaukee Project 
and Head Start have failed to raise low IQs permanently. Similarly, no one has yet 
discovered how to equalize rates of learning from instruction or experience 
among individuals at different levels of the IQ continuum, despite occasional 
claims to the contrary.! 
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In this issue of The Occidental Quarterly, an expert in the field of IQ research 
considers the legacy and implications of Herrnstein and Murray’s landmark 
book. The topics they cover are a fraction of the full range of issues that could 
easily be explored, but the author provides a much-needed context for 
understanding the controversies that have evolved with the publication of The 
Bell Curve, as well as the import of the book itself. 

One pressing consequence of the egalitarian establishment’s dismissal of 
The Bell Curve has been that educational policies continue to ignore the book’s 
findings. A good example of this is the passage of the Bush administration’s “No 
Child Left Behind” Act, which compels local schools to conform to higher 
educational standards by raising student test scores and achievement levels. 
The presumption behind these goals is that all children are capable of achieving 
similar educational levels, given a strict regimen of instruction and testing in the 
same classroom environment. This fails to take into account different, inborn 
ability levels and the learning consequences that are likely to follow. Hans 
Eysenck’s posthumously published book, Intelligence, quotes the insightful 
Thomas Jefferson: “Nothing is so unequal as the equal treatment of unequal 
people.” We wholeheartedly concur with Jefferson’s sentiment.” 


ENDNOTES 


1. Linda S. Gottfredson, “What Do We Know about Intelligence?” The American Scholar 
(Winter 1996): 23. 


2. Hans J. Eysenck, Intelligence: A New Look (New Brunswick: Transaction, 1998), 1. 
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THE BELL CURVE: 


AN ASSESSMENT AFTER TEN YEARS 


DONALD I. TEMPLER 


ABSTRACT 


The research and theoretical literature in the ten years after the publication of The 
Bell Curve by Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray is extremely supportive of 
all of the inferences of the authors. The literature provides unequivocal evidence 
that intelligence is a biologically based variable and correlates with brain size 
and skin color. Intelligence is related to academic discipline (e.g., physics 
students are more intelligent than education students). Black students go into the 
least intellectually demanding disciplines and East Asian students seek out the 
most intellectually demanding occupations. The research literature is louder and 
clearer in showing that black brains tend to be smaller than the brains of East 
Asians and whites. It is suggested that many persons of lower intelligence feel 
jealousy and anger and express aggression toward individuals who have higher 
IQs. It is inferred that Rushton’s unifying theory of racial differences is the 
equivalent of the unification of diverse concepts of physics by Einstein’s theory of 
relativity. 


criticism, is widely read and well known for several reasons: 
First, the book is comprehensive and contains a wealth of information. 

Second, The Bell Curve shows that intelligence is important in determining an 
array of successes and failures in life in a variety of realms. As I say to my students, 
intelligence means much more than facility in reading, writing, and arithmetic. 
Our level of intelligence pervades every aspect of our behavior and our experience. 

Third, The Bell Curve shows that IQ is more important than the 
socioeconomic status of one’s family of origin in predicting success and failure. 
This shows that IQ tests are not glorified achievement tests devised by those 
with wealth and power in order to keep the downtrodden in their place. 

Fourth, Herrnstein and Murray had the courage to write what is 
scientifically valid rather than what is politically correct. They displayed the 
courage to tell the truth about IQ and race. The evidence that they and other 
scholars use in inferring that on average blacks tend not to be as well endowed. 
genetically in intelligence as whites is overwhelming. It is one of the most 


Y | The Bell Curve, published in the fall of 1994 and the subject of extensive 
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conclusively established (albeit not accepted by all psychologists) 
generalizations in the field of psychology. If the biological hypothesis that 
explains the black-white gap in intelligence is a myth, then Pavlov’s dog never 
salivated, and B. F. Skinner’s pigeons never pressed a bar and were never 
rewarded with food. There are many psychologists who prefer not to accept 
that many unsuccessful individuals are unsuccessful because they are 
intellectually dull. I was recently on a dissertation committee in which the 
student intended to predict success in a program to get people off of welfare. 
I suggested that an IQ test be used. The chair of the dissertation committee, a 
very talented psychologist and nice person, rejected my idea as 
“inflammatory.” My worthy colleague is not alone in her attitude. The idea of 
relating IQ to success in life rubs quite a few psychologists the wrong way. 

What are some of the specific findings of The Bell Curve? More intelligent 
people have higher-level jobs. Within any profession or job category, more 
intelligent persons are more successful. “An IQ score is a better predictor of job 
productivity than a job interview, reference checks, or a college transcript.” 
The amount of education a person receives is correlated more highly with IQ 
than with the socioeconomic status of his or her parents. Low IQ is a stronger 
predictor of poverty than the socioeconomic status of one’s family of origin. 
Graduation from high school is related more highly to IQ than to family 
socioeconomic status. Intelligence predicts unemployment better than level of 
education and socioeconomic background. Nine out of ten men who become 
physically disabled are in the bottom quartile of IQ distribution. Herrnstein 
and Murray suggested that this is a function of low-IQ men being more 
accident prone. Among white women on welfare, seventy-five percent come 
from the bottom quartile of intelligence and five percent from the top quartile. 
Low IQ predicts criminality better than does socioeconomic status. The 
average black person has a higher IQ than only sixteen percent of white 
persons. The black-white IQ discrepancies are large even when socioeconomic 
status is controlled for. 

In revisiting the ten-year span since the publication of The Bell Curve, the 
present article highlights some of the more important findings that corroborate 
Herrnstein and Murray’s thesis rather than discussing every relevant study 
published in the last decade. Such a review would be boring and merely 
confirm the research of earlier decades. No new inferences would be permitted. 
Instead the focus of this piece centers on major research/theoretical thrusts 
that have been published or presented since the 1994 book. These include: (a) 
the evolutional/life history biological theory of racial differences of J. Philippe 
Rushton, (b) Rushton’s critique of Stephen Jay Gould’s The Mismeasure of Man, 
(c) Richard Lynn and Tatu Vanhanen’s IQ and the Wealth of Nations, which 
provides the average IQ of nations worldwide, (d) the research relating IQ to 
skin color, (e) the huge black-white disparities at the extreme upper levels of IQ, 
and (f) the stratification of academic fields as a function of intelligence. 
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Rushton’s Race, Evolution, and Behavior (1995, 2000) provides a brilliant 
evolutionary and life history-based theory that comprehensively explains 
racial differences in intelligence and behavior. Richard Lynn, in one sentence, 
described the creativity and importance of Rushton’s work. Lynn said, 
“Should, if there is any justice, receive a Nobel prize.” 

Rushton pointed out that blacks and Orientals (or at least East Asians— 
Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans) are the opposite on a number of biological, 
psychological, and social characteristics. Whites have an intermediate 
position. Blacks tend to have the smallest brain size, lowest intelligence, the 
fastest maturational rate, the greatest aggressiveness and impulsivity, the most 
unstable social organization, the highest frequency of sexual behavior, and the 
highest reproductive rate. Table 1, taken from Rushton (2000), provides a more 
detailed account of these racial differences. (See next page.) 

Rushton applied the r vs. K reproductive strategy model that has been used 
with animals to humans and called it the “Differential K Theory.” The more 
intelligent species exhibit the K strategy, in which they reproduce less and 
provide more care for their offspring. The less intelligent species reproduce 
more and provide less care for their offspring. Rabbits have twelve offspring 
a year in contrast to the great apes, who have one offspring every five years. 
Rushton contends that Orientals and whites have a more K reproductive 
strategy than blacks. Rushton speculated that brain size and testosterone may 
be controller variables on the r-K continuum. 

Humans originated in Africa. About 100,000 years ago there was a 
migration out of Africa with a differentiation between Africans and non- 
Africans. The next differentiation was between non-Africans who migrated to 
Europe (white) and those who migrated to northeast Asia (Orientals). Rushton 
contends that the greater difficulty in coping with colder climates (e.g., 
obtaining food and shelter and surviving winters) led to the evolution of greater 
brain size and intelligence in whites and Orientals. 

The beauty of Rushton’s theory is twofold: (a) It provides a biological 
foundation for the understanding of racial differences around the world, and 
(b) it integrates an array of biological, psychological, and social differences 
among the three major races of the world (Rushton, 1997). With a genetically 
based foundation, it becomes unparsimonious to have a different psychosocial 
explanation for every asset, every problem, and every event that involves one 
or more of these races. Most, if not all, of these psychosocial explanations 
pertaining to black people have one common denominator—that the problems 
of blacks are caused by the malevolence of whites. The low IQ, impulsivity, 
aggressiveness, high sex drive, high rate of rape, high rate of AIDS, lower 
income, high welfare rate, high blood pressure, and low life expectancy are said 
by some naive psychologists to have psychosocial explanations (e.g., the legacy 
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Variable 


Brain Size 
Autopsy data (cm° Equivalents) 
Endocranial volume (cm) 
External head measures (cm°) 
Cortical neurons (billions) 
INTELLIGENCE 
IQ test scores 
Decision times 
Cultural achievements 
Maturation Rate 
Gestation time 
Skeletal development 
Motor development 
Dental development 
Age of first intercourse 
Age of first pregnancy 
Life span 
PERSONALITY 
Activity level 
Aggressiveness 
Cautiousness 
Dominance 
Impulsivity 
Self-concept 
Sociability 
SociaAL ORGANIZATION 
Marital stability 
Law abidingness 
Mental health 
Administrative capacity 
REPRODUCTIVE EFFORT 


Two-egg twinning (per 1,000 births) 


Hormone levels 

Size of genitalia 

Secondary sex characteristics 
Intercourse frequencies 
Permissive attitudes 

Sexually transmitted diseases 


Orientals 


1,351 
1,415 
1,356 
13.767 


106 
Faster 
Higher 


? 
Later 
Later 
Later 
Later 
Later 

Longer 


Lower 
Lower 
Higher 
Lower 
Lower 
Lower 
Lower 


Higher 
Higher 
Higher 
Higher 


4 
Lower 
Smaller 
Smaller 
Lower 
Lower 
Lower 


The Occidental Quarterly 


Whites Blacks 


1,356 1,223 
1,362 1,268 
1,329 1,294 
13.665 13.185 
100 85 
Intermediate Slower 
Higher Lower 
Intermediate Earlier 
Intermediate Earlier 
Intermediate Earlier 
Intermediate Earlier 
Intermediate Earlier 
Intermediate Earlier 
Intermediate Shorter 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Lower 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Lower 
Intermediate Lower 
Intermediate Lower 
Higher Lower 
8 16 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Larger 
Intermediate Larger 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Higher 
Intermediate Higher 
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of slavery). Such explanations may appear to have an element of plausibility 
when one takes a narrow perspective with respect to location and time. 
However, when one considers that most of these problems have existed for 
centuries and around the world, the psychosocial explanations seem less 
parsimonious. To deny genetically based behavioral differences between races 
is as absurd as denying genetically based behavioral differences among various 
breeds of dogs. It may be true that some people train their pit bulls, Dobermans, 
and rottweilers to be aggressive. However, why do they choose these breeds 
rather than golden retrievers, cocker spaniels, or Irish setters? There is a reason 
why people choose beagles and bassets to hunt rabbits. There is a reason why 
greyhounds and whippets are used for racing. Rushton’s theory is the supreme 
theory for explaining racial differences. Rushton’s theory makes some people 
angry because they do not want to hear the truth. The unifying theory 
regarding racial differences of Rushton is the equivalent of Einstein’s 
unification of physics by the theory of relativity. 


RUSHTON’S CRITIQUE OF GOULD’S THE MISMEASURE OF MAN 


Rushton (1997) very effectively, logically, and empirically decimated both 
the first (Gould, 1981) and the second (Gould, 1996) editions of The Mismeasure 
of Man. This demolition is very much justified because both editions are pitiful 
and deplorable semblances of scholarship. If The Mismeasure of Man had been 
ignored by psychologists and other scholars, it would merely represent wasted 
paper. Unfortunately, it has not been ignored, but widely believed and revered. 
Well over 100,000 copies have been sold, and Gould’s book is used as required 
reading in many courses. Many psychologists don’t like the book because it is 
incongruent with their political and social biases and undermines what they 
want to believe. They prefer to read pseudoscience that justifies their own 
preconceived egalitarian beliefs to real science that establishes the firm genetic 
basis for individual and group differences. 

Rushton appropriately stated that 

The Mismeasure of Man was, in fact, an ad hominem attack on eminent scholars, 

past and present, who have scientifically studied race, intelligence, and brain 

size. Despite the masses of empirical research using state-of-the-art technology, 
published in highly prestigious journals that refute the obscurantist arguments 

Gould first served up in 1981, all the chapters of the initial edition have now been 

unapologetically regurgitated. Gould’s failure not only to conduct any empirical 

research of his own but to even acknowledge the existence of any or all 
contradictory data speaks for itself. 

Gould, in his first edition, not only denied racial differences in brain size but 
denied the relationship between brain size and IQ. This is a preposterous 
position. It is the equivalent of a geographer or an astronomer saying that the 
earth is flat. Even head size yields a positive, albeit small, correlation with IQ. 
However, the MRI research of the last fifteen years, both before and after The 
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Bell Curve, conclusively establishes a positive relationship between IQ and brain 
size. In regard to the omission of this material in the Gould (1996) book, 
Rushton points out: 

I know that Gould is aware of this because my colleagues and I routinely sent him 

copies as they appeared and asked him what he thought! For the record, let it be 

known that Gould did not reply to the missives regarding the published scientific 
data that destroyed the central thesis of his final edition. Further evidence of 

Gould’s method is the way the 1996 edition deletes the very section of the 1981 

section that discussed the brain size-IQ relationship. 

In both the 1981 first edition and the 1996 revision, Gould denies the 
existence of racial differences in brain size. This is even less excusable in the 
1996 book because of the impressive MRI evidence. The MRI evidence is 
consistent with research using brain weight at autopsy, the research of 
measuring the volume of empty skulls using filler, and the research in which 
volume is estimated from external head size. On the basis of all such research 
there is overwhelming evidence that, around the world, persons of European 
descent have larger brains than do persons of sub-Saharan African descent and 
that persons of East Asian descent have slightly larger brain sizes than do 
persons of European descent. 

Rushton does a most effective job in refuting Gould’s inferences about sex 
differences in brain size, social class differences in brain size, and the biological 
correlates of criminality. The point here is to highlight Rushton’s critique of 
Gould’s flawed work rather than describe in detail all of Rushton’s refutation 
of Gould. I merely want to draw attention to Rushton’s article. Hopefully 
readers will bring it to the attention of their colleagues, students, and friends 
who have been misinformed by Gould. 


LYNN AND VANHANEN’S IQ AND THE WEALTH OF NATIONS 


One of the greatest contributions to the field of intelligence since The Bell 
Curve is the book IQ and the Wealth of Nations by Lynn and Vanhanen (2002), 
who provided the IQ (or estimated IQ on the basis of neighboring countries) of 
all the countries of the world. They showed that IQ correlated substantially 
with per capita income, and they inferred that higher intelligence produces 
greater prosperity. A very interesting and important finding is that the 
average IQ of the countries of the world is only 84.9. The average IQ of 100 
applies primarily to East Asians and Europeans and their descendants 
throughout the world. Black African countries have average IQs in the 60s and 
70s. South Asian countries have average IQs in the low 80s. Arab countries 
tend to have average IQs in the mid-80s. Southeast Asian countries’ average 
IQs are around 90. The Latin American countries range from the 70s (for 
predominantly black countries) to the 90s (for predominantly white countries). 
It is apparent that generalizations can be made not only for individual 
countries but also for ethnic groups and for regions of the world. 
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There are obvious economic and political implications for this great 
disparity in intelligence around the world. I am not an economist or 
political scientist and not qualified to make specific and definitive 
recommendations. Nevertheless, it would appear that there are 
implications for immigration, investment, foreign aid, and national 
security. Generally speaking, immigrants from low IQ countries are more 
likely to be a burden upon taxpayers than are immigrants from high IQ 
countries. It would be more prudent to invest in high IQ developing 
countries. For the lowest IQ countries, it would be unrealistic to think their 
standards of living will be equal to those in Japan or Europe. It may be 
necessary for the more prosperous countries to indefinitely provide aid to 
these low IQ countries. An extremely dramatic reduction in AIDS may not 
be possible in countries in which many men refuse to use condoms and in 
which having multiple sex partners is very common. Symptom reduction 
and alleviation of suffering may be more realistic than virtual eradication. 
The United States should be careful not to step on the toes of giants with 
high IQs. 


IQ AND SKIN COLOR 


The compilation of average IQs in the countries of the world by Lynn and 
Vanhanen (2002) enabled Templer and Arikawa (2003) to carry out their 
research on IQ, temperature, and skin color. The basis of the Templer and 
Arikawa study was the contentions of Rushton (1995, 2000) and of Lynn 
(1991) that greater intelligence evolved in colder climates because of the 
greater difficulty in coping with colder weather. Templer and Arikawa used 
the variables of average low winter temperature, average high winter 
temperature, average low summer temperature, average high summer 
temperature, skin color, and per capita income. Skin color was conceptualized 
as a multigenerational reflection of climate. 

Templer and Arikawa generated and compared two conceptual models. 
The first is the Necessity Is the Mother of Invention Model, which postulates 
that the necessity of coping with a cold climate spurs technological innovation, 
and that the improvements in nutrition, health care, and education that result 
from economic development raise IQ. The second is the Darwinian Model, 
which postulates that more intelligent people are more likely to survive in cold 
climates and that greater intelligence advances technology and raises income. 
Templer and Arikawa reasoned that if the first model is more viable, IQ should 
correlate more highly with per capita income than with temperature and skin 
color. They contended that if the second model is more viable, IQ should 
correlate more highly with temperature and skin color than with per capita 
income. The authors only included those 129 countries with primarily 
indigenous people—those with populations that have persisted since before 
the voyages of Christopher Columbus. 
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The highest correlations with IQ were -.92 for skin color, -.71 for mean 
high winter temperature, -.63 for per capita income, and -.61 for mean low 
winter temperature. The correlation of IQ with skin color was significantly 
higher than all of the other correlations with IQ. Thus the bulk of the 
research support is given to the Darwinian Model, which essentially 
represents the contention of Rushton and of Lynn. The very high 
correlation between IQ and skin color provides one of the strongest pieces 
of evidence to date of an evolutionary process in which colder climates are 
conducive to the development of higher intelligence. Templer and Arikawa 
found that genetics plays an important role in the uneven distribution of IQ 
around the world. 

The very high correlation between IQ and skin color is congruent with 
the fact that throughout much of the world lighter skin color is regarded as 
a more desirable aesthetic trait. The caste system of the Hindu religion is 
essentially a stratification based on skin color. In the Hispanic television 
programs in California, some of which are purportedly made in Mexico for 
Mexicans, most of the Hispanic persons look predominantly European. 
Most Hispanics in California are dark-complected people whose 
appearance reflects their Indian ancestry. When a Mexican child is born 
one of the first questions frequently asked concerns the color of the skin. 
Many Filipino women strenuously avoid being out in the sun. Some light- 
complected African Americans don’t socialize with dark-complected 
African Americans. <A light-complected African-American psychologist 
told me that when he was growing up his mother said he should marry a 
woman with “good skin.” In fact, research has demonstrated positive, 
albeit not high, correlations between skin color and IQ in African 
Americans. An anthropologist recently told me that in all societies studied 
by anthropologists the ruling class has lighter complexions. The preference 
for lighter skin probably is rooted in the fact that lighter-skinned people 
tend to be more successful because this success corresponds to a higher 
average intelligence. 

Some persons may criticize Templer and Arikawa for reporting the high 
correlation between IQ and skin color. They may say that disclosing this 
scientific finding may promote prejudice and discrimination based on skin 
color. However, scientists should not be blamed if unwise or unscrupulous 
persons misuse their basic research findings. The basic research findings of 
physicists and chemists have been used both to create marvelous medical 
interventions and to manufacture devices for less noble purposes. 


Wuite/BLAcK Ratios AT EXTREME UPPER END OF BELL CURVE 


Herrnstein and Murray (1994) did a beautiful job of describing the very 
important practical implications of the standard deviation difference between 
white and black Americans. Blacks have an average IQ of 85 and a standard 
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deviation of 15. Whites have an average IQ of 100 and a standard deviation of 
15. This means that only fourteen percent of blacks have an IQ that is equal to 
or greater than the average IQ of whites. This explains the lower achievement, 
the higher percentage of persons on welfare, and the higher percentage of 
incarcerated blacks. Templer (2004) extended the reasoning of Herrnstein and 
Murray to the extreme upper portion of the bell curve. The higher the IQ under 
consideration the greater the white-to-black ratio. Templer pointed out that 
sixteen percent of whites but only two percent of blacks have an IQ of 115 or 
higher. Two percent of whites but only one out of 1,000 black persons have an 
IQ of 130. One out of 1,000 whites but only one out of 300,000 black persons 
has an IQ of 145. Templer stated: “The bottom line is that extremely brilliant 
black persons are almost rare.” The denial of this very real disparity in 
intelligence leads to black men and women being placed in very high positions 
for which they are intellectually unqualified. Templer said 

The highest positions in government, the military, academia, business, industry, 

science, engineering, and the judicial system should be filled by the brightest 

people possible. The man or woman who is merely above average in intelligence 

is more prone than is the brilliant person to being unable to see the trees because 

of the forest. The exceptionally bright person is better able to assimilate, sort out, 

and organize a wide array of information and assess the advantages and 

disadvantages of alternative decisions. 

The selection of intellectually underqualified black persons for high level 
positions is not only racism but is bad for the United States. 


ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE DIFFERENTIATION 
AS A FUNCTION OF INTELLIGENCE 


It has long been rumored in high schools and colleges that some college 
majors are more demanding than others. Templer, Tomeo, Arikawa, and 
Williams (2003) ranked the Graduate Record Examination (GRE) Verbal + 
Quantitative + Analytical scores of students planning to do graduate work in 
45 different disciplines. The top 10 disciplines in descending order are physics, 
material engineering, mathematics, chemical engineering, philosophy, 
economics, other engineering, computer and information technology, and 
mechanical engineering. The bottom 10 disciplines in descending order are 
elementary education, accounting, public administration, education, 
education administration, special education, student counseling personnel, 
home economics, social work, and early childhood education. 

The mean GREs in physics are 538 Verbal, 717 Quantitative, 648 Analytical, 
and 1,903 total. The respective mean GREs for early childhood education are 
413, 463, 500, and 1,376. When one considers the standard deviations 
associated with these GRE means, it is apparent that the average early 
childhood education student would score in the bottom one percent of physics 
students. There is no way that the hypothetical student could obtain admission 


16 Vol. 4, No. 3 The Occidental Quarterly 


to a graduate program in physics. In fact, I would venture to say that a 
substantial percentage of persons who obtain Ed.D.s and Ph.D.s from the less 
demanding areas in colleges of education could not obtain a bachelor’s degree 
in physics. 

The main purpose of the study in which Templer et al. (2003) ranked GRE 
scores was to determine the correlation between Verbal + Performance + 
Quantitative GRE scores and the ratio of Asians to blacks who earn doctorates 
in the 45 disciplines under consideration. Asians and blacks were chosen 
because of overwhelming evidence from around the world that East Asians 
(Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans) have larger brain size, higher IQs, and faster 
reaction times on nonacademic complex tasks that correlate with IQ than do 
black persons. Whites tend to obtain scores that are intermediate but closer to 
those of Asians. 

The highest ratios of Asians to blacks earning doctorates are 18.16:1 for 
material engineering, 14.01:1 for physics, 12.73:1 for mechanical engineering, 
11.81:1. for mathematics, and 10.69:1 for computer and information 
technology. The lowest Asian to black ratios are .11:1 for education 
administration, .13:1 for student counseling personnel, .25:1 for early 
childhood education, and .31:1 for special education. It is apparent that Asians 
are 164 times more likely than blacks to obtain a doctorate in material 
engineering rather than education administration. When one considers that 
there are about four times as many blacks as Asians in the United States, the 
ratio becomes over six hundred to one. 

Herrnstein and Murray (1994) maintained that there is increasing 
occupational and economic stratification as a function of intelligence. On the 
basis of the Templer et al. (2003) study, it would appear that there is 
stratification of academic disciplines on the basis of intelligence. Brighter 
persons are more likely to study physics, mathematics, engineering, economics, 
philosophy, and computers. Less talented scholars are more apt to study 
education, social work, and home economics. All bachelor’s degrees, all 
master’s degrees, and all doctorates are not of equal worth. Black persons tend 
to go into less demanding fields. This is highly predictable and understandable 
in view of blacks having lower average IQs. Some persons, blinded by their 
emotions and their political and social biases, would view the educational 
achievement of some blacks as refuting the position that, as a group, blacks are 
genetically less well endowed. Some misguided persons overlook the fact of 
lower admission standards for blacks and that there is pressure to graduate 
some blacks who should not be graduated. I maintain that the nature of the 
academic fields blacks enter adds to the overwhelming evidence that blacks 
tend to be less endowed with intelligence. 

There appears to be differentiation on the basis of intelligence even within 
disciplines. Until the late 1960s, almost all clinical psychology doctorates were 
awarded by major universities. In the last thirty years there has been a 
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proliferation of professional schools that offer the Ph.D., or more often the 
Psy.D. (Doctor of Psychology), degree in clinical psychology. The standards of 
admission of these professional schools are lower than those of traditional 
programs in clinical psychology. The professional schools of psychology 
acknowledge that they stress research less than do the traditional programs. 
However, they claim to have better professional training and to produce a 
superior professional product. The research evidence, however, indicates that 
they produce an inferior professional product. Their graduates do less well on 
the national license exam, the Examination for Professional Practice in 
Psychology (EPPP), than do the graduates of traditional programs (Templer & 
Tomeo, 1998, 2000; Yu et al., 1997). Of the 183 clinical psychology programs 
in the United States and Canada, the top fifty-nine on the EPPP were all 
traditional programs, and eighteen of the nineteen lowest scoring programs 
were professional programs. Furthermore, graduates of professional programs 
are less likely to obtain a diplomate from the American Board of Professional 
Psychology, less likely to have been president of a state psychological 
association, less likely to have been an internship director, and less likely to be 
a fellow of the American Psychological Association. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The theoretical and research literature in the ten years since The Bell Curve 
both supports and extends the importance of intelligence stressed in that book. 
It is now more evident than ever that intelligence is biologically rooted and that 
it is very important in determining both success in life and disruptive behavior. 
We now know that the average IQs of countries differ greatly around the 
world. Technological and economic development in low IQ countries is very 
much limited. Democratic rule, such as in the United States, Europe, and Japan, 
may be an unrealistic ideal in low IQ countries. The ratio of blacks to whites at 
exceptionally high IQ levels is very large, and extremely brilliant blacks are rare. 
The conflict between affirmative action and having the best person in highly 
responsible positions is obvious. There is stratification of academic fields on the 
basis of intelligence. Blacks are overrepresented at the low end of this stratification. 

I wish to further extend the work of Herrnstein and Murray by proposing 
the generalization that average-to-below intelligence guarantees a person a 
position of obscurity in the history of the world and that above average 
intelligence provides the potential for making one’s mark in the world—for 
better or for worse. The contention of Murray and Herrnstein that low 
intelligence persons commit more crime and cause more social problems cannot 
be disputed. However, I wish to point out that most of the evil political leaders 
in the history of the world have been above average in intelligence. Adolf Hitler 
had sufficient intelligence to greatly improve the economy of Germany. His 
ideas for the humane treatment of animals were very advanced for his era. If 
he had not attacked minority groups, attacked other countries, attacked 


18 Vol. 4, No. 3 The Occidental Quarterly 


freedom of speech, and terrorized the German people, he would have been 
regarded as one of the greatest German leaders of all time. Joseph Stalin was 
able to unite the Soviet citizenry and the Soviet military (which he had 
weakened by the execution of officers whose loyalty he questioned) to defeat 
the German army. Saddam Hussein was able to suppress various ethnic and 
religious factions to create law and order and fear and submission to his 
repressive dictatorship. 

It is apparent that persons who are above average in intelligence have 
above average capacity for both good and bad. Governor Dukakis, when 
he was a presidential candidate, stated that his father said to him, “Much 
has been given to you. Much is expected of you.” I believe that the more 
intelligent people of America and the more intelligent people of the world 
have an obligation to help and not to exploit or humiliate less intelligent 
people. On the other hand, the less intelligent people have the same 
obligation to obey the laws of society (which they often violate) as do the 
more intelligent people. Those who rank among the less intelligent should 
be held accountable when they transgress these laws. 

Ihave previously said (Templer, 2004) that much of the anger of blacks toward 
whites is a function of jealousy of whites’ higher average intelligence levels. I now 
wish to extend this generalization to jealousy of persons of lower intelligence 
toward persons of higher intelligence. Just as Karl Marx posited a social class 
struggle, I posit an intelligence class struggle. Many intellectually dull persons and 
intellectually average persons are jealous of bright people. And they are angry 
because they are dull. It is apparent from elementary school who has and who does 
not have the ability to reach a high- prestige or high-income occupation. Below- 
average children become friends of the other below-average children, and they 
direct their anger toward above-average children, toward their teachers, and 
toward society. A child with an IQ of 130 on average is unlikely to break school 
windows, talk back to the teacher, or assault other children. 

Equalitarian political movements, such as communism, tend to lash out 
against highly intelligent persons, who are incarcerated, tortured, and killed. 
A disproportionate number of brilliant persons are born in Siberia. The reason 
for this phenomenon is that under communism highly intelligent persons were 
placed in the slave labor camps in Siberia. Pol Pot, leader of the Khmer Rouge, 
killed about two million people in the Cambodian genocide. Persons with light 
skin (a sign of higher intelligence) and glasses (a sign of literacy) were placed 
in slave labor camps and worked from dawn to dusk. They were given one 
small cup of rice soup, without much rice, per day. In the Rodney King riot in 
Los Angeles, blacks looted and burned businesses of Koreans. They were angry 
because the Koreans had the necessary intelligence and work ethic and ability 
to delay gratification to prosper as successful business people in black 
neighborhoods. Many of the Korean business owners had much more deprived 
backgrounds than did the American-born blacks. 
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Most criminals are below average in intelligence. Violent criminals tend to 
be even more below average in intelligence than thieves. Bright people need to 
protect themselves from people who are jealous of them. 

I praise the Fresno County sheriff for his willingness to allow law-abiding 
citizens to carry a concealed weapon. I have a permit to carry a concealed 
weapon. I would feel bad if I had to kill a person who seriously threatened my 
life. However, I would not feel guilty. The death of a criminal is less unfortunate 
than the death of an innocent person. Dead people cannot prey on the innocent 
and burden the taxpayer. Research indicates that whether or not a person 
becomes a criminal is predicted better by the criminality of biological parents 
than the criminality of the parents who rear him or her. Dead criminals cannot 
pass on their inferior genes. 


Donald I. Templer is professor of psychology at the California School 
of Professional Psychology, Alliant International University. He is a 
fellow of the American Psychological Association and the American 
Psychological Society and has received numerous honors for his work 
in neuropsychological research, psychopathology, personality assess- 
ment, and other psychological fields. 
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THE LEGACY OF BROWN: 


Ractat Issues, ACADEMIC INCIVILITY, AND 
UNPRODUCTIVE EDUCATIONAL REFORMS 


RALPH SCOTT 


the racial achievement gap of African-American and white students 

has progressively laid bare one of the nation’s dirtiest and best kept little 
secrets: Something is seriously amiss within American social science, the 
institution which presumably provides “eyes” to policymakers charged with 
formulating viable interventions. History records the virtually inevitable 
consequences when institutions fall short of societal expectations: When 
academics deobjectify events in which they are acknowledged authorities, 
when governmental agencies review proposals for social change not on the 
basis of credibility but of political perspective, when courts issue orders based 
on misleading and fabricated information, when universities fund texts which 
vilify scholars of empirically supportive views, and when the media seek not to 
report facts but to mislead and obfuscate.’ 

This paper evaluates scientific standards employed in formulating and 
implementing educational reforms which focus on contemporary American 
racial issues. Given historical developments, primary attention is given to 
school desegregatory practices which primarily impact African Americans 
and whites, although the conditions described frequently affect non-black 
minorities. The assessment begins by appraising the objectivity and 
authenticity of social science testimony presented in Brown (1954)’, the 
landmark Supreme Court desegregation decision, and moves chronologically 
to educational innovations of the current Bush administration. Consistent 
failures of federal and state initiatives, designed to close the racial achievement 
gap, are invariably linked to prevailing intolerance within academia and 
codification of questionable sociological theses. 

During the early stages of school desegregation, University of London 
professor of psychology Philip Vernon expressed bewilderment over the 
reluctance of American researchers to deal objectively with socially sensitive 
topics.* More recently Joseph Masling remarked “[W]hen American psychologists 
have data that conflict with their theories, they retain the theories and discard 


Di: recent years a sequence of failed school reforms designed to close 
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the data...”* Not immediately apparent is the potential cost of such an attitude. 
Exactly why the majority of contemporary scholars have complied with 
sanitized and conventionalized views on racial issues is best comprehended by 
examining the lives of individual researchers.” Therefore a case vignette is 
presented which illustrates incivility within academia which exceeds that 
employed by roughhousing and ambitious politicians,’ and which forces many 
scholars to avoid thoroughly dissecting complex and potentially explosive 
ethnic issues. Finally, evidence is presented that poor and minority children, 
and their families, have paid and continue to pay an inordinately high price for 
the moralization and politicization of ethnic issues. 


BROWN v. BOARD OF EDUCATION: 


WHEN LAW AND SOCIAL SCIENCE WENT AMISS 

The origins of forced busing, or transporting children from their 
neighborhood schools presumably to enhance academic attainments of 
African-American children, lie in Brown (1954), the landmark Supreme Court 
ruling. With virtually no overt dissent within academia, social scientists 
persuaded the high court that racially balanced schools were essential if 
African-American students were to receive equitable educational opportuni- 
ties.’ Legal precedence was established which subsequently bound lower 
courts to issuing orders which by destroying neighborhoods diluted the historic 
bonds of home, school, and community. 

Even devout school desegregation advocates acknowledge that in Brown 
social scientists failed to provide the Supreme Court with objective information 
concerning the impact of mandated school desegregation on minority and 
majority Americans. Archibald Robertson, representing Virginia in one of the 
four cases which the Supreme Court combined in Brown, talked to more than 
one hundred prospective witnesses. Most said their views would conflict with 
NAACP testimony and prove so unpopular among their colleagues that it 
might ruin their careers.* Some researchers shared with NAACP attorneys one 
particularly unwelcome fact: Pronounced black-white learning differences 
existed before children entered school. Eventually Kenneth Clark agreed to 
testify that school integration would compensate for all the psychological and 
intellectual damage imposed on black children by the crushing burdens of 
Southern racial ideology; NAACP attorneys readily embraced this concept, 
although Clark admitted that his views were empirically unsupportable.’ 

Among Supreme Court justices before whom expert testimony was 
presented, Justice Frankfurter was especially incredulous. A voracious reader, 
and aware of ecological and biophysical correlates of human growth and 
development, Frankfurter asked chief NAACP attorney Thurgood Marshall 
why no witnesses questioned the benefits of remedies restricted to within- 
school conditions. Marshall replied that no social scientist in the country would 
contest the NAACP position.'° In fact, some of the nation’s most influential 


Fall 2004 / Scott 23 


scholars had previously informed Marshall there was no empirical evidence to 
support the NAACP position. In declining, Elsa E. Robinson of New York 
University said she had no evidence of harmful desegregation effects. William 
H. Kilpatrick of Columbia University informed NAACP attorneys that what 
they had in mind “would put back the long run cause.” 

Relying on expert opinions expressed in the now famous Footnote Eleven, 
the high court cited social science claims that the black-white achievement gap 
was essentially a product of separate schools and that the gap would 
significantly diminish, if not disappear, once schools were racially balanced. 
Leaving little doubt concerning expectations of school desegregation, the Court 
stated “...to separate them (black students) from others of similar age and 
qualifications solely because of their race generates a feeling of inferiority as to 
their status in the community that may affect their hearts and minds in a way 
unlikely to be undone.” In issuing this ruling the justices failed to distinguish 
de jure and de facto desegregation. De jure desegregation assured African- 
American students their constitutional right to attend neighborhood schools. 
Conversely, de facto school desegregation, designed to racially balance schools, 
denied both black and white children their constitutional right to attend 
neighborhood schools. 

Following Brown, lower courts issued rulings based on the assumption that 
racial separation adversely affected self-esteem, which reduced motivation 
and consequently retarded the “educational and mental development of Negro 
children.” Sometimes facts intervened, however temporarily. Judge Mize, 
presiding in Evers v. Jackson Municipal School District (1964), permitted evidence 
to be introduced to show that segregation was not injurious but instead 
advantageous to pupils of all races. “This evidence,” said Mize, “cries out for 
a reappraisal and complete reconsideration of the findings and conclusions of 
the United States Supreme Court in the Brown decision.” Nonetheless, Mize felt 
bound by the prior Fifth Circuit determination and upheld racial balancing of 
schools irrespective of housing patterns. 

As court-ordered desegregatory rulings proliferated, it became increasingly 
apparent that predictions of the high court were profoundly flawed. Prompted 
by evidence that busing did not enable African-American children to more 
effectively learn, judicial equivocation confused the public. A Grand Rapids, 
Michigan judge mandated school desegregation remedies which, in nearby 
Kalamazoo, another judge declared unconstitutional; the Sixth Circuit Court 
of Appeals affirmed both judgments (Oliver v. Kalamazoo Board of Education)." 
Acting without supportive statistics in 1982, the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals 
overturned a district court judge who ruled that desegregation only marginally 
enhanced black learning profiles and declared that desegregation does much 
more and “raises the level of black achievements.” Elsewhere, a Virginia 
district court heard conflicting expert testimony concerning desegregatory 
effects and elected not to “balance the experts.” 
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Humiliated by errant rulings predicated on non-demonstrable achieve- 
ment benefits, some judges blamed the messenger, not their own gullibility. 
Early in the desegregation controversy and in Hobson v. Hansen (1967), Judge 
J. Skelly Wright declared, “...Racially and socially homogenous schools 
damage the minds and spirits of all children...the Scholastic achievement of the 
disadvantaged Negro and white is strongly related to the racial and 
socioeconomic customs of the student body...a racially and socially integrated 
school environment increases the scholastic achievement of the disadvantaged 
student of whatever race....”17. Approximately a decade later, a wiser Judge 
Wright did a turnaround and declared “a plague on the house of social 
science.” Other judges have sought refuge in disputing the high court’s Brown 
determination. Judge William E. Doyle dismissed the value of social science 
evidence presented at Brown. Desegregatory rulings, he said, “...are founded 
not on social science evidence but on much more fundamental precepts— 
moral, organizational, positive law and reason.”” 

Troubled by mounting public doubts concerning desegregatory rulings, Chief 
Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court Warren Burger declared “[T]he American 
people are nearing an end of the patience with the American machinery of 
justice.”"* Subsequently other Supreme Court justices wrestled with the 
embarrassing precedent established in Brown. On January 21, 1980, the Supreme 
Court returned a Dallas school desegregation case to a lower federal court. Three 
justices—William Rehnquist, Potter Stewart, and Lewis Powell—cited evidence 
that busing caused white flight, resegregated schools, hurt the quality of education, 
and declared “...the case presents a long needed opportunity to examine the 
considerations relevant to framing a remedy in a desegregation suit.” 

Sensitive to rising public discontent over counterproductive desegregation 
mandates as reflected in voter refusal to pay increased taxes for schools, some 
judges have cited illusionary desegregatory gains as the basis for discontinuing 
school desegregation. Thus in Kansas City, Missouri, U.S. District Judge Dean 
Whipple ended twenty-six years of de facto busing by declaring that the school 
district had reduced the black-white achievement gap sufficiently, but not 
entirely, and thus had “complied with the Constitution.” However, analysis 
of available Kansas City school data fails to reveal evidence of desegregatory 
academic benefits. '° 


DESEGREGATORY EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS: 
EFFORTS TO SUSTAIN THE MYTH 


In the decades after Brown, pillars of the educational establishment 
researchers, professional journals, school authorities, and state and federal 
agencies—deluged the public with reports of desegregatory academic gains. 
Leaders within academia issued overt and covert threats to those who 
questioned the value of busing children from their homes and destroying 
neighborhood schools.'’ But parents and teachers, the presumed beneficiaries 
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of forced busing, saw things differently. Many reported that, regardless of race, 
school desegregation harmfully impacted students, families, schools, and 
communities. 

In the mid-1960s, realizing public disenchantment with mandated school 
desegregation, U.S. Commissioner of Education Frank Keppel authorized a 
nationwide survey under the direction of James Coleman.'’® The Coleman 
Report’s initial summary struck Washington like a thunderbolt. Student 
learning, Coleman concluded, was more dependent on family than on race or 
schooling issues. Federal officials “reinterpreted” the report, which soon went 
out of print. Under pressure from critics, Coleman recanted and declared that 
desegregation enhanced minority achievement. Then, responding to 
irrefutable data-based assessments, Coleman admitted that busing does not 
work, and averred that social science data are simply tools that can be used for 
whatever political purposes one wishes." 


THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION (NIE) Stupy 


Following the election of Ronald Reagan, which mirrored deep public 
concern over disruptive desegregatory initiatives, appointees of the NIE, 
research arm of the U.S. Department of Education (USDE), asked the author 
(Ralph Scott) to organize and monitor an investigation to determine “once and 
for all” whether black children academically benefited from desegregation. ”° 
Assisted by NIE staff, primarily by Dr. Jeff Schneider, Scott selected as panel 
members seven of the nation’s most prestigious researchers in the domain of 
school integration. To avoid charges of bias, panelists of different persuasions 
were selected. Initially the panel selected one hundred fifty-seven of the most 
influential studies on desegregatory achievement effects. Following several 
sessions, the panel concurred that only nineteen of the studies met even 
minimal validity standards. 

Researcher bias was apparent throughout panel discussions. Agreement 
on the nineteen case studies was reached only because Scott and Schneider 
insisted on focusing exclusively on data. Significantly, Cooper’s post-study 
appraisal revealed that NIE panelists were less cognitively malleable than 
graduate students.*! He interpreted this as evidence that cognitive schemas of 
academia are well established and resistive to integration of contradictory new 
information. After intensive assessment of the “best studies,” the panel 
concluded that not one of the nineteen demonstrated long-term desegregatory 
achievement benefits. Several panelists long committed to forced busing 
introduced their own studies, which most panelists considered seriously 
flawed. 

Charged with presenting NIE findings before the National Press Club, Scott 
encountered protests by USDE and NIE officials. Such information, they 
averred, would reduce public confidence in school desegregation. Scott replied 
that if desegregation failed to produce benefits, disrupted schools and family 
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life, and was opposed by parents of all ethnic groups, then perhaps it should 
be jettisoned and more promising interventions formulated. Soon thereafter 
Scott was terminated and funds for his authorship of the study were 
“reassigned to the NIE Director.”” Eventually the NIE reported that academic 
performance of African -American students rises in desegregated schools. 
Within six months the USDE launched a fresh undertaking: assessing the 
academic benefits of school desegregation.” 


NATIONAL INITIATIVES 


Following revisions of NIE findings, federal officials formulated President 
Reagan’s A Nation at Risk.** Consistent with the desegregation rationale, this 
educational reform increased within-school resources: A central objective was 
to close the ethnic achievement gap. Results proved discouraging. When A 
Nation at Risk was initiated, international comparisons of student achievement 
showed that on nineteen academic tests, American students were last on seven 
measures and never first or second in comparison with other nations. By 1998 
international comparisons revealed that Americans fared still worse: 
American twelfth graders ranked nineteenth out of twenty-one nations in 
math and seventeenth out of twenty-one in science. Further, the literacy level 
of young adults ages fifteen to twenty-one dropped more than eleven points 
from 1984 to 1992. Following acknowledgement that A Nation at Risk had 
failed, USOE, the predecessor of the U.S. Department of Education, officials 
launched another initiative, Title I. Again the focus was on within-school 
variables. Title I provided $7.5 billion each year to help twenty percent of the 
pupils in the nation’s public schools; over the decades, as of 1999, the federal 
government expended $118 billion on Title I efforts to narrow the black-white 
achievement gap. Achievement levels of poor and minority students failed to 
close.* Maris A. Vinovskis, a University of Michigan education expert who 
reviewed independent studies assessing the effectiveness of Title I, commented, 
“The real losers in this are not just taxpayers but the kids...We haven’t been able 
to deliver.” Results of subsequent federal initiatives demonstrate that 
interventions focusing on what transpires within schools consistently fail to 
close the achievement gap.” 

Guided by President Bush’s program “No Child Left Behind,” American 
schools continue to ignore biophysical and ecological influences on student 
growth and development. As with other federal undertakings, harsh and 
unpleasant truths are sometimes cleverly concealed, and the foundations of 
“No Child Left Behind” have already begun to crumble. After having been 
awarded “exemplary” status, the progress achieved at Houston’s Austin High 
School, the touted exemplar of “the Texas educational miracle” used by the 
Bush administration as a national model, isa proven sham.” A Houston school 
board member has called the Bush administration’s dropout statistics 
“baloney.” Statistical analysis revealed that the black-white differential failed 
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to narrow, despite generous fiscal and human-resources allocations. Referring 
to alleged benefits of reforms at Austin High School, Linda McNeil, a professor 
of education at Houston’s Rice University, comments, “[I]t’s all phony; it’s just 
like Enron [the defunct Texas centered energy services company that raised its 
stock price by covering up losses: Enron was concerned about appearances, not 
real economic results]. That pretty much describes what we [educational policy 
makers] have been doing to our children in Houston.” 


Spit VISION: BUSING AS PERCEIVED 
BY SOCIAL SCIENTISTS AND PARENTS 


As busing progressed, perceptual differences of academicians and parents 
have increasingly bifurcated. On the one hand civil rights organizations urge 
increased funding for desegregatory efforts.* In this they are supported by 
scholars who claim de facto school desegregatory academic benefits.” 
Currently, parents and an increasing proportion of black scholars see things 
differently. 

After several decades of de facto desegregation, Tony Brown, executive 
producer of The Black Journal, concluded “[T]here is a significant but silent black 
majority view of busing that is virtually never heard. Because black leaders are 
the only members of the black community who get media exposure, the public 
hears only their perceptions of busing for integration purposes, and black 
leaders are overwhelmingly in favor of busing.” Columnist William 
Raspberry and others have also contrasted desegregatory support of scholars 
and civil rights groups with parental opposition.*’ In his best selling-book 
Losing the Race: Self Sabotage in Black America, John McWhorter, a black 
professor of linguistics at Berkeley, identifies forced busing as the most 
damaging intervention ever foisted upon African Americans.” On a broader 
level, a 2003 poll by the nonprofit organization, Public Agenda, found that 
eighty-two percent of African-American parents favored efforts to promote 
quality education: Only eight percent wanted an educational focus on diversity 
and integration.* In some quarters within minority communities, emphasis 
has shifted from a virtually exclusive focus on education to examination of self- 
abusive lifestyles which occur disproportionately in black families.* 


Post-BROWN RULINGS: IGNORING FACTS, 
PERPETUATING EDUCATION UNPRODUCTIVITY 


Despite virtually five decades of discouraging research on desegregatory 
achievement effects, and constrained by the Brown conclusion that schools 
alone explain ethnic differences, courts continue (as recently as 2000) to order 
forcible busing of children from neighborhood schools in districts as diverse as 
Duvall County, Florida; St. Lucie County, Florida; Charlotte-Mecklenburg, 
North Carolina; East Baton Rouge, Louisiana; South Bend, Indiana; Seattle, 
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Washington; Cherry Hill Township, New Jersey; Chicago, Illinois; and Rock 
Hill, South Carolina. It should be noted that some desegregation plans have 
been lifted in some areas. 


INCIVILITY AND THE INCREASING IRRELEVANCE OF SOCIAL SCIENCE 


Given evidence that researchers have failed to provide courts with 
authentic information on desegregatory effects, that federal and state agencies 
continue to finance reforms for which there is no realistic expectation of 
significant success, and that parents have become progressively disillusioned 
with desegregation, it is fair to ask: Why does the practice continue? The most 
credible answer lies in the failure of academia to deal with emotionally charged 
racial issues. As early as the mid-1970s, Edward Thorne, editor of The Journal 
of Clinical Psychology, noted: “...an increasing number of students are being 
brainwashed by extremist psychologists who go far beyond anything scientific 
in their advocacy of political activities.” In the three decades that have 
followed Thorne’s observations, American academia has become still more 
politicized. To understand why, it is useful to examine the professional and 
personal costs individual researchers can anticipate for honestly reporting 
research findings on ethnic questions. 


WILLIAM TUCKER AND THE POLITICS OF RACIAL RESEARCH: 


ALLEGATIONS AND RESPONSES 


Perhaps as much as any one academician, William Tucker has discouraged 
open dialogue by demonizing those with whom he disagrees. A professor at 
Rutgers University, Tucker has authored two books dealing with racial topics, 
under the aegis of the University of Illinois Press.***” Tucker primarily targets 
the tax-exempt Pioneer Fund, whose president has replied to Tucker’s 
charges.* Additionally, Tucker has lodged ad hominem charges against 
awardees of the Fund. In so doing, he includes Scott among a number of 
“obscure [Pioneer Fund] academics lacking any major scientific achievements 
and notable primarily for their contributions to a string of racist and neo-Nazi 
causes.”* Given the prevailing climate of academic intimidation, and the 
societal cost of that intimidation, it is instructive to examine Tucker’s allegations 
and Scott’s responses. 

ALLEGATION 1: Scott “is a former vice president of the German American 
National Congress (GANC), an organization that extolled the virtues of the Third 
Reich.”” 

Response: First a clarification: Although Tucker has frequently sought to 
link Pioneer Fund grantees with “neo Nazism,” a “German” is not necessarily 
a “neo-Nazi.” Some Germans were and are neo-Nazis and others are not. 
Moreover, as a former GANC vice president, Scott is unaware of any evidence 
that GANC “extolled the virtues of the Third Reich.” In making this charge 
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Tucker relies on Bellant,“! who cites a tertiary source, Wymar.” But Wymar 
simply describes social and cultural activities conducted within GANC. 
Moreover, Bellant’s co-publishers, Political Research Associates (PRA) and 
South End Press (SEP), advertise Bellant’s writings as “presenting some of the 
best new research on the seamy side of the Reagan Revolution.” Bellant’s 
publishers also claim to meet “...the needs of readers who are exploring or are 
already committed to the politics of radical social change and aim to discredit 
‘right wing efforts to limit justice and equality.”” Perhaps recognizing his 
(1994) mischaracterization of German-Americans, which falls under the rubric 
of “hate and ethnic propaganda,” Tucker makes no mention of GANC in his 
2002 text. 

ALLEGATION 2: Scott “was once a gubernatorial candidate of the American 
Party, another ‘Far Right’ group supported by Willis Carto.”* 

Response: The 1970 Iowa gubernatorial candidate of the American Party, 
Scott has never met or corresponded with Willis Carto, whatever that might 
mean. Further, the record shows that throughout the (lowa) campaign no 
ethnic topics were raised. Focus was placed on four issues: (1) the 
counterproductivity of forced busing, (2) questions concerning quotas in 
implementing affirmative action, (3) threats to democracy when political 
candidates are “bought” through contributions of the very wealthy, and (4) the 
value of restricting tobacco advertisements aimed at adolescents. 

ALLEGATION 3: Scott “scored the professional bias and ideological imbalance 
of expert witnesses for the plaintiffs in the Brown (1954) case, now some thirty 
years old, and claimed that desegregation had been harmful to blacks” * 

Response: Tucker fails to distinguish de jure and de facto desegregation; as 
noted previously, the former is constitutional, whereas the latter is not. Quite 
surprisingly, although Tucker praises Kenneth Clark, the key NAACP witness 
in Brown, he describes Clark’s research as “of questionable validity” and the 
social science evidence presented at Brown as “flimsy” and presented by social 
scientists “who desired to align their professions with the forces of freedom.”* 
Tucker also acknowledges that of the various NAACP witnesses offering 
opinions in Brown, only Clark presented any empirical data and, further, that 
Clark withheld data from which, in Tucker’s words ”...one could legitimately 
conclude that integration had produced more damage than segregation 
had.”** Additionally, Tucker characterizes as irrelevant the expert testimony 
presented in Brown since it had nothing to do with the constitutional basis for 
the decision. Here Tucker is correct: In Brown, the Supreme Court should have 
adhered to constitutional issues. If so, the high court would have enshrined de 
jure but not de facto desegregation, and neighborhood schools would have 
remained intact. 

Within academia, errors in the Brown decision have been sanctified and 
closed to questioning or the introduction of new research findings. Contrary to 
the most central premise of academia, Tucker praises Clark’s call for 
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“professional organizations to establish machinery which will prevent social 
scientists from...offering with equal certainty contradictory testimony.” ” 
Translated, this means that once courts and public institutions have been 
deliberately misled, expert witnesses should not be held accountable: 
Unproductive and harmful practices are codified, dissension should be 
silenced.*6 The NAACP has taken a similar stance, preferring to leave 
untouched the transparent flimsiness of expert testimony presented in Brown. 
Urging continued legal precedence based on presumed desegregatory 
academic benefits, NAACP attorneys avoided a rehearing of scientific evidence 
in Stell v. Savannah Chatham City Board of Education. Here NAACP strategy was 
clear: Regardless of the effects on children, families, and communities, “let 
sleeping dogs lie.” 

ALLEGATION 4: Scott “received Pioneer Fund grants to hold ‘anti-school 
integration seminars’ around the country, an activity he conducted under a 
pseudonym.”*” Here Tucker relies on Grace Lichtenstein, New York Times 
journalist. In several articles, Lichtenstein sensationalized the Pioneer Fund-— 
sponsored seminars Scott organized under the themes “constructive 
alternatives to forced busing.” 

Response: The four public seminars were held in Boston, Denver, Louisville, 
and Wilmington; indicative of media collusion, the major newspapers of all 
four cities assigned reporters to convey the impression that the seminars were 
“anti-integration” and “racist.” However, no reporter provided evidence that 
they were “anti-school integration.” Symposia participants included 
representatives of all ethnic groups, school board members, religious and civic 
leaders, educators, social scientists, attorneys, and elected officials. During her 
investigation, Lichtenstein never contacted Scott but instead telephoned 
officials of his employer, the University of Northern Iowa (UNI). Lichtenstein 
was referred to UNI grant administrator Harold Burris, an NAACP member 
and forced busing advocate. Burris knew but apparently did not inform 
Lichtenstein that his office had approved all four symposia. For Burris, each 
application had spelled out the objectives, named all participants, and 
discussed how the symposia converged on examining productive alternatives 
to forced busing. 

Lichtenstein’s articles emphasized that the seminars were intended to 
propagandize and influence legislation. Seeking to expand her story, 
Lichtenstein interviewed an IRS official and inquired whether the Pioneer 
Fund’s tax-exempt status was not therefore endangered.°' Upon learning of 
this not through Lichtenstein but through local “community leaders,” Scott 
telephoned IRS officials who had informed Lichtenstein that her concerns were 
unfounded. Responding to Scott’s questions, the IRS investigator agreed that 
tax-exempt questions could be raised concerning (1) the University of Illinois, 
which funded Tucker’s books; (2) The National Institute of Mental Health 
Program for Training in Research on Institutional Racism at the University of 
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Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, as directed by Jerry Hirsch; (3) the Institute for 
the Study of Academic Racism, funded by Ferris State (Michigan) University, 
directed by Barry Mehler; and (4) foundations underwriting Bellant’s attacks 
on the Reagan administration and “extremists” seeking to promote “right 
wing” policies. 

Tucker and Lichtenstein refer to Scott’s use of a pen name in a book, The 
Busing Coverup,” which claimed busing is counterproductive. In this book, 
Scott used a pen name for one simple reason: In 1975, as now, educators and 
researchers were punished for questioning the merits of forced busing. Had the 
book included evidence of racism, Lichtenstein’s claim would have carried 
weight. However, neither Tucker nor Lichtenstein ever faulted the book’s 
contents, which accurately predicted the high societal costs of forced busing or 
de facto desegregation. 

ALLEGATION 5: “Barry Mehler ‘discussed the neo-Nazi associations’ of some 
Pioneer Fund grantees and revealed that, ironically, Scott ’...had been 
appointed by the Reagan administration to a state Advisory Commission on 
Civil Rights of the U.S. Commission of Civil Rights (USCCR).’”” 

Response: Tucker’s reliance on Mehler for information reveals a curious 
linkage of collaborative distortion which has been translated into seemingly 
responsible social science.* Scott’s appointment as Iowa Chair of the USCCR 
stemmed from President Reagan’s commitment to “color blind” USCCR 
policies. There was a secondary issue: widespread public and administrative 
concern over faulty USCCR assessments on such issues as affirmative action, 
racial quotas, and forced busing. The Reagan administration replaced USCCR 
administrators in an effort to raise credibility of USCCR reports. Following 
orchestrated media attacks on “conservatives” and white males who had been 
appointed state chairs, Scott and other state chairs resigned, despite high praise 
and commendation from the (Reagan appointed) director.” 

ALLEGATION 6: “Scott threatened a Delaware newspaper with ‘legal action’ 
if revelation of his identity jeopardized his $2 million of federal grants; it turned 
out he did not have any....”°° 

Response: Tucker’s claim here rests on a series of articles by Peter Leo, a 
Wilmington Daily News reporter, who, like Lichtenstein, made no effort to 
clarify issues by talking directly with Scott. Scott did ask Leo to clarify facts for 
his readers, but no “legal action” was contemplated. Moreover, seeking to 
discredit Wilmington seminar participants, Leo informed his readers that Scott 
falsely claimed having personally received $2 million in federal grants for the 
federal project Home Start.°”** Finding no evidence that Scott claimed to have 
personally received any Home Start funds, and assuming that Scott’s employer 
was the recipient, Leo called UNI administrators and, like Lichtenstein, was 
referred to Harold Burris. Burris informed Leo that Scott “had not received a 
dime.” Leo conveyed this colorful phrase to his readers, adding that university 
officials were “aghast” at Scott’s claims. After reading Leo’s report, Scott 
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unsuccessfully attempted to talk with Burris. However, James Martin, UNI 
provost, disavowed any claim that he was “aghast” at Scott’s references to his 
role in the Home Start project. 

Eventually Leo learned that the USDE had awarded Home Start funding not 
to UNI but to the Waterloo Community Schools. Leo telephoned Steven Holbrook, 
who headed the school district’s research projects. Allied with “community 
leaders” who favored busing, Holbrook informed Leo that Scott’s involvement in 
Home Start was “minimal.” Nonetheless, Waterloo School Superintendent 
George Diestelmeier and members of the Waterloo School Board affirmed that 
Scott had initiated Home Start, was primarily responsible for preparing grant 
proposals, served as primary project investigator and trainer of project personnel, 
and as Home Start representative traveled to over a dozen states to share 
information concerning the program with other educators, under the auspices of 
the Home Start Project and the USDE Diffusion Network. 

Continuing his investigation, Leo contacted other UNI officials and reported 
that “Dr. Len Froyen, head of the writer’s university department, said that Scott 
had frequently claimed credit for grants received by other departments and 
individuals....” Upon learning of Leo’s published statements, Froyen informed 
Scott as well as UNI Provost James Martin, Dean Howard Knutson, and Harold 
Burris. “TI emphatically deny having made this statement...his [Leo’s] remarks are 
a generous bit of conjecture. I made no such statement.”” 

ALLEGATION 7: Almost all of Scott’s articles pursued the argument that 
blacks fail to improve under school integration “...because of their genetic 
shortcomings.” 

Response: Contrary to Tucker’s statement, Scott has published in numerous 
journals and on a variety of educational and psychological issues. A 
psychologist, Scott acknowledges little formal training in genetics, and 
therefore has never attributed the black-white achievement gap to genetic 
factors. However, he has studied the incidence of adverse prenatal and 
perinatal influences experienced by children of various races and social classes 
and concluded that prenatal and perinatal issues, as well as other biophysical 
factors, explain ethnic academic differentials. 

ALLEGATION 8: “With or without busing he [Scott] did not seem to find the thought 
of Blacks and Whites attending the same school to be a pleasant prospect.’”*' 

Response: This statement, sufficiently inflammatory to fan a riot on some 
campuses, deserves no response. 

ALLEGATION 9: “Scott also reviewed Wilmot Robertson’s The Dispossessed 
Majority for the Liberty Lobby newspaper, recommending the book as a ‘family 
must’ for its ‘bright clear light’ and ‘richly documented argument,’ especially the 
author’s description of the ‘noble...attempt to restrain the forces of hate...after 
World War II’: the prosecution (Tucker’s italics) in the trials of Nazi war criminals,” 
and “defended the rights of George Lincoln Rockwell, American Nazi Party 
founder.” 
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Response: As Tucker surely knows, no review endorses all ideas expressed 
in either a controversial or noncontroversial book. The purpose is to highlight 
main ideas, synthesize, and summarize. Further, Tucker either did not read the 
review in question or ignored the content.” Published sometime during the 
1970s, the review includes the statement “”...the aim [of the book] is not to build 
a case for any super race but to appreciate that from which we came.” 
Throughout, the review focused on two central issues: the value of individuals 
of all races of appreciating their heritage, and the divisive impact of quotas and 
affirmative action. 

Tucker’s reference to Scott’s objection to the Nuremberg trials is perplexing. 
Others who opposed those trials include President John F. Kennedy, U.S. 
Senator Robert Taft, Harlan Fiske Stone, and U.S. Supreme Justice William O. 
Douglas.“ Further, and separately, Scott did not defend Rockwell’s position but 
argued that it was academically feasible for Rockwell to speak at a student 
forum as part of the “Controversial Speakers Program.” Of the numerous 
speakers who presented papers on a wide variety of topics, some would have 
drawn Tucker’s high praise. 

ALLEGATION 10: Scott has made “...the absurd charge that Kenneth B. Clark, 
the respected psychologist who had testified for plaintiffs in Brown, had urged 
the use of ‘drugs and the electrical stimulation of certain brain areas’ to alter the 
thinking of any researchers opposed to his social objectives and that the 
American Psychological Association (APA) supported this proposal...”© 

Response: First, an observation: Although Tucker acknowledges that Clark 
knowingly provided the Supreme Court with false information, he describes 
Clark as “respected.” Further, Scott did not claim that APA formally and as 
an organization approved Clark’s proposal. Rather, he stated that “APA 
publications approvingly published letters supporting implementation of 
psychotechnology for erring educational researchers.” In fact, the American 
Psychologist, official publication of the APA, not only published such letters but 
featured Clark’s entire proposal. 

In his 1971 APA presidential address, Clark refers to his role in Brown 
(1954) as “...motivated by a desire to influence the decisions of those with 
power to facilitate, block or determine the rate of desired social change.” 
Clark describes his efforts to advance “remedies for the persistent social 
insensitivities and resulting pathologies which robbed human beings of 
self-esteem, reinforced negative self-images and destroyed the changes of 
personal and social effectiveness...” Subsequently, Clark refers to “the 
controlling and inhibiting fact that those human beings with power are 
deeply unwilling or unable to share even a modicum of real power with 
those who have been powerless” [and]...”reflect the inability of the 
decision makers and the society as a whole to change the set of perceiving 
and treating the poor and dark skin minorities as justifiably rejected 
inferior human beings.” 
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Moving into treatment, Clark asserts that “...man can no longer afford the 
luxuries of a leisurely trial and error, trivia dominated approach to the 
behavioral sciences...the redirecting of power away from the absurd, the self- 
defeating can be and now must be seen as a responsibility and goal of science 
and psychotechnology... Already there are many provocative and suggestive 
findings from neurophysiological, biochemical, psychopharmacological and 
psychological research. The work on the effect of direct stimulation on certain 
areas of the brain suggest that we might be on the threshold of that type of 
scientific biochemical intervention which could stabilize and make dominant 
the moral and ethical propensities of man and subordinates, if not eliminate, his 
negative and primitive behavioral tendencies.” 

Continuing, Clark states, “It is a fact that a few men in leadership positions 
in the industrialized nations of the world now have the power to determine 
among themselves...the survival or extinction of human civilization...such 
controlling leaders should be willing to...accept and use the earliest forms of 
psychotechnological, biochemical interventions which would assure their 
positive use of power and reduce or block the possibility of their using power 
destructively.” Clark also charges social scientists who disagree with him on 
racial issues as “...indistinguishable from active agents of injustice and with 
infecting children with hostility.” The work of such scientists, Clark avers, 
“...must be monitored scrupulously” in matters involving social policies. Such 
statements, coming from the president of the APA, cast a chilling effect on any 
researcher aspiring to gain tenure and promotion within contemporary 
academia. 

ALLEGATION 11: “In 1998, ...Scott was still attempting to organize a debate 
at professional conferences over the validity of the Brown evidence.”® 

Response: In 1998, given the damaging societal effects of mandated school 
desegregation, Scott once invited Tucker to debate, at a professional conference 
of his choice, whether Scott’s research is characterized by prevarication, 
racism, neo-Nazism, white supremacism, and indifference to the poor and 
minority. Tucker declined. Instead of openly defending allegations, and again 
supported by a tax-supported university press, Tucker preferred to write a 
second treatise on “racism” and “racists” within academia. 


Brown: THE CONTINUING LEGACY 


Virtually five decades after Brown, those who control the educational 
establishment continue to formulate and implement schooling interventions 
designed to narrow or even close the black-white achievement gap. Those 
efforts remain fixated on environmental and within-school variables; 
ecological and biophysical variables are ignored. Along a wide educational 
spectrum and at whatever cost, racial balance is to be maintained between and 
within schools. Federal officials threaten school districts with discontinuance 
of funds if proportions of student suspensions are not “at parity.”° 
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Mainstreaming or inclusion, requiring the placement of students in classrooms 
regardless of experiences or academic competencies to assure racial balance, 
has become prioritized and a measure of assuring within-school racial balance, 
as in special classes for mentally retarded and gifted students. Disregarding 
decades of research findings, scholars argue that black high school graduates, 
typically three grade levels below their white counterparts academically, can 
succeed if preferentially placed in colleges and universities.” All this is done 
without regard to diversity of students’ intellectual and academic skills and 
needs. Troublingly, intimidation within academia virtually prohibits forthright 
dialogue: Fear has transplanted reason as the primary propellant in the 
formulation of educational planning for many of the nation’s most vulnerable 
students and their families. 


CIVILITY AND RATIONAL DISCOURSE: 


Quo VaApis, CONTEMPORARY SOCIAL SCIENCE? 


In an age when the public expects objectivity and civil debate within 
colleges and universities, Tucker’s writings testify to the spirit which 
prevailed in academia at the time of Brown and progressively intensifies. 
Researchers fear “saying it as it is,” and, as Jencks and Phillips declare, 
“have chosen safer topics and hoped this problem [the black-white 
achievement gap] would go away. It didn’t.”” 

How then to formulate and implement authentically productive 
educational reforms? Derek Bok, professor and president emeritus of 
Harvard University, has advanced a proposal: “To begin with, universities 
can encourage more research to discover the causes of the minority 
achievement gap.”” Now, virtually fifty years after Brown, can such 
research truly begin? 


Ralph Scott is the author of Education and Ethnicity: The U.S. 
Experiment in School Integration (1987) and The Busing Coverup 
(1976). 
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the KC school district ten Normal Curve Equivalents (NCEs) behind their white cohorts 
and that by tenth grade the ethnic gap had widened to twenty NCEs. These figures are 
inconsistent with national trends. A differential of ten NCEs indicates that the average 
standard score of KC entering black students was ninety-three, which is at the 32nd 
percentile. However the court noted that in tenth grade the KC black mean standard score 
was eighty-five, which is at the 16th percentile. Allowing for national interschool 
differences, comparable figures for black students entering schools are eighty-five and 
16th percentile, far below figures stated for entering KC students. 

If scores of entering KC students are unusually high, and if their scores later settle into a 
national pattern of one standard deviation in black-white differences, then there indeed is 
reason to believe that schools may adversely affect African-American learning. But were 
the scores of entering KC blacks unusually elevated? In an effort to answer that question, 
Scott contacted the KC district legal consultant, Kathy Walter-Mack, the defendant’s 
attorney Arthur Benson, and the Riverside Publishing Company, which publishes the 
tests employed by KC schools. Not one of the three could explain the apparent 
discrepancies or supply raw data. Further, the Riverside Publishing Company 
representative volunteered that only KC school officials could provide the requested 
information. Other questions persist: Judge Whipple’s assumptions failed to consider the 
impact of the demise from the KC district of low-performing blacks and loss to the KC 
district of high performing whites to charter schools, which to an undeterminable extent 
reduced the ethnic differential. 

17. Blankenburg, R. (1969). A racist proposal. Phi Delta Kappan 50(5), January, cover. 
Separately and representative of the mood within the educational establishment during 
the early years of school desegregation, an article in an influential educational journal 
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declared that “Federal judges are not impulsive or uninformed men as some publications 
are implying these days. All of their rulings in school integration have come about only 
after long and thoughtful deliberation, consultation with experts and review of all 
relevant evidence. And the overwhelming weight of evidence and expert advice points to 
the permanently damaging effects of segregated schooling on minority children” [Cooper, 
Charles R. (1971). An educator looks at busing. National Elementary Principal 95 (April 29). 
During this era, official publications of all major professional organizations—the 
American Psychological Association, the American Educational Research Association, 
the American Psychiatric Association, the National Association of Social Workers— 
published a plethora of now discredited research studies proclaiming desegregatory 
achievement benefits. Further, and literally speaking in one voice, officials of these 
organizations issued financial threats and demanded from city leaders evidence of 
aggressive school desegregation before selecting convention sites. 

18. Coleman, J.5. et al. (1966). Equality of Educational Opportunity (Washington, DC: U.S. 
Government Printing Office); Rainwater, L. and Yancy, C.W. (1967). The Coleman Report 
and the Politics of Controversy (Cambridge: MIT Press). 

19. Arnold, M.R. (1975). Scholar who inspired it says “Busing backfired.” National 
Observer, June 7. 

20. Scott, R. “Synopsis of the 1982-83 National Institute of Education Study into the 
Relationship between Desegregation and Black Learning.” Unpublished manuscript: Cedar 
Falls: University of Northern Iowa. 

21. Cooper, H.M. (1990). On the social psychology of using research reviews. In K.W. 
Wachter and M.I. Staf (eds.). The Future of Meta-Analysis (New York: Russell Sage 
Foundation), 75-87. 

22. Scott, Ralph (2003). Five decades of Federal initiatives concerning school 
desegregatory effects: What have we learned? Mankind Quarterly 28(2) (Summer), 177— 
215. 

23. Lindsay, R. (1983). Announcement of the National Institute of Education Commissioned 
Paper. Washington, DC, September. 

24. Fifteen years after “A Nation at Risk”: Then and now. Center for Educational Reform, 
http: //edreform.com/publs/then&now.htm. September 7, 2003. 

25. Frammolino, R. (1997). U.S. Project fails to close education gap between rich and poor, 
studies show. Arkansas Democratic Gazette, January 17. 

26. Recently the College Board reported that over the past decade, a period marked by 
extensive mandated desegregation, the black mean SAT scores fell from 153 to 187 below 
the national average in reading and from 163 to 206 points in math (Wall Street Journal, 
August 29, 2003, A8). Similar international trends have been reported by the Paris-based 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). In an assessment of 
academic profiles of students in thirty-two nations, conducted by the OECD’s subsidiary, 
the Program of International Student Assessment, American students ranked 15th in 
reading, 19thin math, and 14th in science. Moreover, a breakdown of American statistics 
produced the following ethnic differences. Reading: White students 2nd, Black students, 
29th, and Hispanic students 29th. Math: White students 7th, Black and Hispanic 
students 30th. Science: White students fourth and Black and Hispanics students 30th. 
Bracey reports other disconcerting international achievement trends [(2002. Another 
nation at risk? Phi Delta Kappan, 84(3) [November], 245-247).] Separately, editors of The 
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Journal of Blacks in Higher Education have expressed concern about “the large and growing 
gap between Black and White students’ scores on the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) and 
also on the American College Testing Programs (ACT) test for college admission” (News and 
Views, 2003). 

27. “Critics say Houston’s educational ‘miracle’ doesn’t add up: System touted by Bush 
as model for nation may be built on fuzzy math” (Washington Post as reported in the 
Waterloo/Cedar Falls Courier, November 9, 2003). Separately, Illinois school officials tossed 
out 80,000 tests used to determine if schools had met academic standards as enunciated in 
“No Child Left Behind.” Some school administrators also noted that the new law 
excludes “mobile” students of whom a high proportion are homeless, immigrant, or poor 
(Rado, D. “Thousands of exams tossed out by state,” Chicago Tribune, December 28, 2002, 
1). Ironically, the primary architect of “No Child Left Behind,” Katie Haycock, who directs 
the Washington-based Education Trust, was partly motivated by her Hispanic 
background to create the “No Child Left Behind” rationale, which emphasizes closing the 
achievement gap of poor, mobile, and minority children (Boser, U. “No Child Left 
Behind.” U.S. News and World Reports, December 29, 2003, 62). 

28. Inearly 2003 the Children’s Defense Fund issued a “Call for Action,” asserting that the 
persistent failure of schools to provide equality of opportunity for all students is having a 
devastating effect on communities of color and the future of our nation (ERIC — ED41909, 
1998-04-00; Leadership Conference on Civil Rights 2003). Moreover, the Civil Rights 
Coalition for the 21st century has issued a similar petition (http: / /civilrights.org.research/ 
civilrights10lindex.html). Here again the central theme is that schools alone, with heavy 
cash outlays and ignoring biophysical and ecological forces, can significantly reduce if 
not eliminate racial achievement differentials. 

29. Scott (2003), op cit. 

30. Brown, T. (1977). Does busing work? WNET-TV, New York, March 13. 

31. Scott (2003), op. cit.; Raspberry, W. “Involving black parents: Affirmative action is 
insufficient.” Springfield (Illinois) Register, January 4, 2004. 

32. McWhorter, J. (2000). Losing the Race: Self Sabotage in Black America (New York: Free Press). 
33. Henninger, D. (2003). Doing the numbers on public schools adds up to zero. Wall Street 
Journal, A14. 

34. Raspberry (2004), op. cit. Furthermore, Jonathan Narcisse, director of the State Black 
Iowa Initiative, has outlined ten central findings from statewide hearings focusing on the 
health of black Iowans. Among his conclusions: Although racism remains a major 
contributor to the poor health conditions of African Americans, lifestyle is the primary 
enemy of the health of African Americans. Narcisse emphasized that black Jowans must 
help themselves and accept responsibility for disparities in such dimensions as mental 
health, spiritual health, and promiscuity (Waterloo/Cedar Falls Courier, November 26, 
2003, B1). Self-examination among African Americans, and more generally within 
minority communities, offers authentic hope for many minority children. Thus, U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services data reported sharp declines nationally from 
1970 to 1996 in the proportion of two parent families and significant increases in 
percentages of unwed mothers and abused children. The changes and conditions were 
more dramatic in African-American, Hispanic, and Native American populations. 

35. Thorne, F.C. (1974). The conflicting missions of psychology. Journal of Clinical 
Psychology XXX (3), July, 428. 


40 Vol. 4, No. 3 The Occidental Quarterly 


36. Tucker, William H. (1994). The Science and Politics of Racial Research (Urbana and 
Chicago: University of Illinois Press). In his writings, Tucker relies heavily on works of 
Jerry Hirsch and Barry Mehler. Hirsch formerly co-directed of the National Institute of 
Mental Health Program for Training in Research on Institutional Racism at the University 
of Illinois; Mehler is founder and Executive Director of the Institute for the Study of 
Academic Racism at Michigan’s Ferris State University. Both scholars have issued ad 
hominem critiques of Pioneer Fund awardees. 

37. Tucker, William H. (2002). The Funding of Scientific Racism: Wickliffe Draper and the 
Pioneer Fund (Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press). 

38. Weyher, Harry F. (1998). Contributions to the history of psychology, intelligence, 
behavior genetics and the Pioneer Fund. Psychological Reports 82, 1347-1374. Dubbed a 
“neo-Nazi” by Tucker, Weyher parachuted behind Axis lines in World War IT and 
provided military logistics to Eisenhower's invading forces. 

39. Tucker (2002), op. cit., 210. 

40. Tucker (1994), op. cit., 260. 

41. Bellant, R. (1986, revised 1988). Old Nazis, the New Right and the Reagan 
Administration. In books published by Political Research Associates (PRA) and South 
End Press (SEP), Bellant acknowledges the assistance of Barry Mehler. Founded in 
1981 as Midwest Research, officials of PRA describe their press as “a widely 
respected leader in research and publications on right wing efforts to limit justice 
and equality.” Director Kate Cloud (2002, PR web.http://www.prweb.com/ 
releases /2001/10/prweb28960.php, October 11) emphasizes PRA’s “...history of 
alerting the progressive movement to dangerous right wing initiatives” and “as a 
resource for activists, journalists, educators, policy makers, and the general public.” 
Separately and on September 5, 2002, the PRA website referred to the organization’s 
emphasis on providing policy makers and the general public with information 
concerning “oppressive movements, institutions and trends.” PRA publications also 
note that the organization is a political organization and therefore need not disclose 
names of its contributors. Working within the context of PRA goals, and without 
evidence, Bellant first describes a book Scott reviewed as “a white-supremacist 
discourse” (1988, p.46). In a largely duplicative and revised book, and without 
evidence, Bellant calls Scott a “white supremacist” and avers that members of GANC 
are “Nazi apologists” (Bellant, 1991). 

42. Wymar, Lubomyr. (1975). Encyclopedic Directory of Ethnic Organizations in the United 
States (Littleton, CO: Libraries Unlimited), 150. In claiming that GANC is a “neo-nazi” 
organization, Tucker relies on Wymar, who simply states “...GANC is an organization 
which aims to unite all German Americans to maintain German culture and customs, to 
educate members in American citizenship and nonpartisan politics and to foster 
friendship between the United States and Germany. The local branches have many sports 
centers and youth groups as well as German language and culture classes for children 
from kindergarten through high school age.” 

43. Tucker (1994), op. cit., 260. 

44, Ibid. 

45. Tucker (1994), op. cit., 144. 

46. Ibid. 

47. Ibid, 147. 
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48. Unrepentant for deliberately providing misinformation to the courts, Clark continues 
to be held in high regard within American academia. In his 1998 presidential address 
before the American Educational Research Association (AERA), Banks averred that Clark 
“.,.epitomizes the role of the socially responsible scholar in a democratic pluralistic 
society...he consistently opposed institutionalized structures that promote racism and 
inequity and constructed scholarship that challenged existing knowledge systems and 
paradigms...because education is a moral endeavor, educational researchers should be 
scientists as well as citizens committed to democratic ideals” [Banks, J.A., 1998. 
Presidential Address: American Educational Research Association. The lives and values 
of researchers: Implications for educating citizens in a multicultural society. Educational 
Researcher 7 (October), 4-17]. See also Ludy, Benjamin, and Crouse (2002). The American 
Psychological Association’s response to Brown v. Board of Education: The case of Kenneth 
B. Clark. The American Psychologist 57(1),37-50. Also, Keppel, Ben (2002). Kenneth B. Clark 
in the patterns of America culture. The American Psychologist 57(1), 29-37. 

49. Tucker (1994), op. cit., 260; Tucker (2002), op. cit., 2. 

50. Lichtenstein, G. (1977). Fund backs controversial study of racial betterment. New York 
Times, December 11, 1976. Articles such as those by Lichtenstein create sensations on 
contemporary university campuses, discourage research on racial issues, and are 
frequently designed not to inform but to indoctrinate. Addressing what he terms this 
“problem,” Poniewozik (2003) acknowledges that “many big-media journalists...are 
distant from their audiences and more responsive to urban elites, powerful people, and 
mega corporations—especially the ones they work for” (Time, June 1,90). 

Shortly after publication of Lichtenstein’s article, Scott received a threatening telephone 
call which he relayed to campus police. At the same time, several students expressed 
apprehension about attending Scott’s classes inasmuch as a lecturer had declared that 
Scott “believed that Blacks are biologically inferior.” To clarify the matter, Scott arranged 
a conference with himself, the professor who had given the lecture, a professor 
representing the university’s faculty union, and his (Scott’s) department head. The 
alleging professor volunteered that he had received a call froma national NAACP official, 
requesting that Scott’s classes be monitored. Further, the professor warned of a possible 
lawsuit inasmuch as Scott was “infringing” on his academic freedom. 

51. Tucker (2002), op. cit., 2-3. 

52. Scott, Ralph, and Edward P. Langerton (1975). The Busing Coverup. Rio, WI: Martin 
Quam Press. 

53. Tucker (1994), op. cit., 260; Tucker, 2002, 3. 

54. In his writings Tucker relies heavily on Mehler, some of whose activities have been 
clandestine, if not illegal. In 1987 and 1988 Scott received several calls from “Ben 
O’Brien,” who claimed to be investigating Pioneer Fund grantees for the Baltimore Sun. 
Scott telephoned Baltimore Sun officials who denied ever employing “Ben O’Brien,” whom 
they unsuccessfully sought to identify. Despite O’Brien’s mysterious role, Mehler singled 
out Ben O’Brien “for his assistance in conducting research” (Mehler, op. cit., 1988). About 
the time “Ben O’Brien” was gathering research for Mehler, The Northern Iowan, UNI'’s 
flagstaff paper, received an anonymous set of materials, including several of Mehler’s 
articles claiming that Scott was a “racist” and “neo Nazi.” Urged by the paper’s activist 
advisor, college reporters searched for spectacular news, but found none. For some of 
Mehler’s other productions, see Mehler, B. (1988). Rightists on the Rights Panel. Nation, 
May 7. 55. Following several sensational articles concerning Scott’s research and 
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activities as USCCR state chair for Iowa, which USCCR officials termed “scurrilous,” 
editorial staff of the Des Moines Register (DMS) refused to print Scott’s response inasmuch 
as he is “a public figure and is therefore unentitled to have a published defense.” 
Subsequently, the USCCR dispatched two attorneys to confer with the DMR’s chief 
executive officer; ultimately an entire editorial page consisted of support. In one letter, a 
USCCR director wrote, “Dr. Scott’s greatest ‘sin’ appears to be that he stands against 
much of what the civil rights movement stands for. In this case, it means that Dr. Scott 
vigorously opposed race based forced busing and has therefore earned the ire of those 
who favor race conscious remedies and who consider themselves monopoly landlords of 
civil rights policy...what I find most disturbing is that your reporter knew (these various 
facts) and excluded them from the story. He also admitted to me that nowhere in any of 
Scott’s writings had he seen anything which would lead one to believe Scott was racist. 
Unfortunately it is the norm rather than the exception among today’s civil rights lobbyists to 
discount as racists all who dare even to document the detrimental effect of twenty years of 
race based remedies. The future of civil rights and therefore of our country, requires debate on 
the serious questions Scott has raised in his career, not vitriolic attack and innuendo...” 

56. Tucker (2002), op. cit., 176. 

57. Leo, P. (1976). Author calls busing idea blatant error. Wilmington Morning News, June 8; 
Busing opponent spreads the word. Wilmington Evening Journal, June 8; Name revealed, 
cover blown for ‘Busing Coverup’ author. Wilmington Evening Journal, June 14; 
Antibusing author returns to defend claim on grants. Wilmington Morning News, June 15. 
58. Home Start, the program for which Leo questioned funding, was based on very 
different theories than Head Start of the 1960s and 1970s, which provided enrichment in 
learning centers and then returned children to their homes. Home Start reversed the 
process: educators came into the homes of socioeconomically disadvantaged minority 
and majority children and sought to enable parents to become more effective teachers of 
their own children. Attention was given to biophysical and home-based issues. For nearly 
a decade and with Scott as primary investigator, Home Start was funded at the local, state, 
and federal levels and received various awards. Total project expenditures exceeded $2 
million. Supported by Title IIT ESEA for six years (1968-1974), Home Start was selected as 
the Iowa Project in 1970 by President Nixon’s National Advisory Council on 
Supplementary Educational Centers and Services and was also cited as the ESEA 1971 
model for accountability for the State of lowa. In 1972, Home Start was designated by the 
President’s Council as one of eleven national projects of the Center for Educational 
Communication and served as a model for school districts seeking to implement 
innovative activities. Honored as one of the two national models in 1972, Home Start was 
affiliated with the USOE’s National Diffusion Network; representing Home Start, Scott 
directed miniworkshops in over twenty states. Publicity associated with Leo’s newspaper 
articles angered pro-busing “community activists’ who lodged protests with the 
Waterloo School Board. Scott was terminated and the school district discontinued Home 
Start, refusing to accept further state and federal funding. 

59. Froyen, L. (1976). Personal communication, June 25. 

60. Tucker (2002), op. cit., 176. 

61. Ibid. 

62. Ibid. 

63. Scott, R. (1976). It’s so controversial, newspapers refuse ads. National Spotlight, March 8. 
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64. Tucker’s reference to Scott’s opposition to the Nuremberg War Crimes Trials is 
comprehensible only when cast in the perspective of Tucker’s race-based efforts to 
discredit Pioneer Fund grantees. President John F. Kennedy was among those who 
considered the Nuremberg trials inconsistent with American principles. In praising the 
late Senator Robert A. Taft, President Kennedy (1956. Profiles in Courage [New York: 
McMillan], 211-234) averred that Taft’s “greatest tragedy was his failure to become 
president but therein was Taft’s national greatness.” Kennedy notes that for Taft to speak 
out in opposition to the Nuremberg trials “would prove politically costly and clearly 
futile. But Bob Taft spoke out, after which his prospects for ascending to the Presidency of 
the United States precipitously declined.” On October 6, 1946, at Ohio’s Kenyon College, 
Taft deplored the death sentences of Nazi leaders which he claimed “violate the 
fundamental principles of American law that a man cannot be tried under an ex post facto 
statute.” Taft concluded “...the handling of the eleven men convicted will bea blot on the 
American record which we shall long regret...We cannot teach them (Germans) 
government by suppressing liberty and justice. As I see it, the English speaking peoples 
have one great responsibility—that is to retake to the minds of men a devotion to equal 
justice under law.” Ina similar vein, Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas wrote 
“...by our standards...Goering et al. deserved severe punishment. But their guilt did not 
justify substituting power for principle” (Kennedy, 1956, op. cit. 216). Mason [1953, Extra 
judicial work for judges: Chief Justice Stone. Harvard Law Review 67(2), 193-214] notes that 
following President Truman’s 1945 designation of Robert H. Jackson as American 
prosecutor at the Nuremberg War Crimes Trials, Harlan F. Stone, chief justice of the U.S. 
Supreme Court, went out of his way to express his dislike of the entire (Nuremberg) 
proceedings by refusing to swear Jackson in. “I did not wish,” Stone explained, “to 
appear, in that remote way to give my blessing or that of the court on the proposed 
Nuremberg trials.” Mason concluded that to Stone the proceedings “in which the victors 
act as prosecutor, judge and jury seemed more a Carthaginian vengeance than appeal to 
the processes of the law.” “I hold no brief for the Nazis,” said Stone, “but I am deeply 
concerned lest we become Nazified” (Stone, H.F., 1945, personal correspondence to Sir 
Arthur and Lady Salter, June 23). On December 4, 1945, Stone remarked, “Jackson is 
always conducting his high grade lynching party in Nuremberg. I don’t mind what he 
[Jackson] does to the Nazis, but I hate to see the pretense that he is running a court and 
proceedings according to Common Law. This is a little too sanctimonious, a fad to meet 
my old fashioned ideas” (Stone, personal communication to Charles Fairman, March 13, 
1946). 

65. Tucker (2002), op. cit., 176-177. 

66. (a) Clark, K.B. (1971). The pathos of power. The American Psychologist 26(12), 1047-1057; 
Clark’s peace pill proposal one year later (1971), American Psychological Association Monitor 
3(9-10), September, 1-6; (b) Clark, K.B. (1973). Social policy, power and social science 
research. Harvard Educational Reviews 43(19), 113-121; (c) Clark, K.B. (1992). Infecting our 
children with hostility. In G.W. Albee (ed.). Improving Children's Lives: Global Perspectives on 
Prevention. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 330-333. 

67. Begley, S. (2002). Now, science panelists are picked for ideology rather than expertise. 
Wall Street Journal, December 6,B1; Begley, S. (2003). White House seeks peer review standard 
for range of students. Wall Street Journal, December 5, B1. Scott (2003) discusses how review 
processes within academia discourage unfettered research on racial questions. 

68. Tucker (2002), op. cit., 176. 
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69. In the fall of 2000, Safiyyah Muhammad, representing the U.S. Office of Civil Rights, 
assessed racial issues in Waterloo Community Schools. Identifying a significant disparity 
between the proportion of African Americans in the school district and of African- 
American students suspended, Muhammad warned school officials that federal funds 
would be curtailed unless the numbers are brought into “parity.” 

70. Bok, Derek (2003). Closing the nagging gap in minority achievement. The Chronicle of 
Higher Education, October 24, B20. 

71. Jencks, C., & Phillips, M. (1998). The Black White Test Score Gap (Washington, DC: 
Brookings Institute Press); Bok (2003), op. cit. 

72. Bok, op. cit. 


Footnote: A professor at the University of Northern Iowa (UNI), Diplomate of the 
American Board of Professional Psychology, Fellow of the Society for Personality 
Assessment, and Medical Consultant for the U.S. Social Service Administration, Ralph 
Scott was the primary investigator and project director of Home Start, one of two national 
programs for the U.S. Department of Education during the 1970s. Unlike Head Start, 
which at the time provided minority and majority children with enrichment activities 
outside the home, Home Start focused on parents as children’s primary teachers. 
Intervention included consideration of biophysical factors and ecological forces in 
shaping children’s development. Presenting evidence concerning the complexity of 
human learning and development, Scott testified on desegregatory issues in local, state, 
and federal courts, and twice before subcommittees of the United States Senate. Under the 
Reagan administration, he also served as chair of the desegregation team of the National 
Institute of Education (NIE), research arm of the U.S. Department of Education (USDE). 


HUNTINGTON AND THE CLUELESS RIGHT 


JOHN ATTARIAN 


discussions of affirmative action, multiculturalism, bilingual education, 

and immigration in Who Are We? The Challenges to America’s National 
Identity and branding him a racist, while the right is hailing him for confronting 
these things. In the uproar, Huntington’s discussions of ethnicity and race have 
gone unnoticed, a deficiency the present effort seeks to redress. 

From a conservative perspective, Who Are We? is bad news. For one thing, 
it reveals that the conservative strategy of outreach to liberal intellectuals has 
failed. Far more seriously, although Huntington’s treatments of immigration, 
multiculturalism, and elites are welcome, Who Are We? is insidious, subversive, 
and profoundly evil. Finally, its reception witnesses bleakly for the mainstream 
right’s fatuity and cowardice on what really matters. 


I | The left is reviling Harvard political scientist Samuel Huntington for his 


HUNTINGTON’S MAIN ARGUMENTS 


Huntington sees our national identity threatened by mass immigration; 
multiculturalism; a trend of Hispanicization due to the large, growing, and 
mostly immigrant Hispanic population; and the denationalization of 
America’s elites. America has four possible futures, he maintains. We could 
become a “creedal nation” united only by commitment to a set of political 
principles, the liberal democratic Creed of democracy, individual rights and 
liberties, rule of law, and so on, first formulated by Jefferson. This assumes that 
“a nation can be based on only a political contract among individuals lacking 
any other commonality.” But Huntington warns that a “creedal nation” might 
become a loose collection of diverse groups, apt to disintegrate without a central 
authority to hold it together. Another possibility is that the Spanish-speaking 
Hispanic presence could create a bilingual, bicultural America like Canada, a 
possibility which, judging from the attention he gives it, disturbs Huntington 
greatly. Third, America’s demographic and political transformation could 
prompt whites “to revive the discarded and discredited racial and ethnic 
concepts of American identity and to create an America that would exclude, 
expel or suppress” people of other races, cultures, or ethnicities. While this is a 
highly probable reaction by a majority group that feels threatened, “It could 
produce a racially intolerant country with high levels of intergroup conflict.” 
Obviously not what Huntington wants. Finally—and what he apparently does 
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want—Americans of all races and ethnicities “could attempt to reinvigorate 
their core culture,” by recommitting to a religious, mostly Christian, and 
English-speaking America which accepts “Anglo-Protestant values” and the 
Jeffersonian Creed.' 

Huntington demolishes the half-truths that America is “a nation of 
immigrants” and that our identity is grounded solely in “a set of political 
principles, the American Creed.” He makes a good case that “Anglo-Protestant 
culture,” not political propositions, is the true core of American identity. 
America would not be what she is, he avers, had she been settled by anybody 
other than English Protestants. As he correctly observes, historically, 
assimilation meant embracing Anglo-Protestant culture, starting with learning 
English. “Throughout American history, people who were not white Anglo- 
Saxon Protestants have become Americans by adopting America’s Anglo- 
Saxon Protestant culture and political values.”? 

He bluntly calls immigration “the greatest threat” to America’s “societal 
security”—its ability to preserve its essential nature and identity under 
changing and adverse conditions. The real issue, he maintains, is immigration 
without assimilation. Formerly, immigrants assimilated, because they came 
from many nations and dispersed spatially after arrival; because most 
immigrants had cultures similar to or compatible with ours; because they 
wanted to Americanize; because immigration had fluctuating levels and long 
pauses allowing assimilation of immigrants already here; and because America 
insisted upon their Americanization and worked hard to Americanize them. 
Now, however, most immigrants are from cultures radically dissimilar to ours. 
Many are not committed to Americanizing, and need not Americanize; they 
can retain dual identity and even dual citizenship. Immigration is persistently 
high, hindering assimilation. Moreover, many in the elite do not want 
assimilation, and public policies such as bilingual education hinder it. 

Rightly, Huntington observes that Mexican immigration is unique in that it 
comes from an adjacent country across a long, porous border; is persistently 
high; is often illegal; is concentrated in the formerly Mexican Southwest; and 
that Mexicans lag behind other immigrants in such important aspects of 
assimilation as learning English, educational attainment, occupation and 
income, naturalization, intermarriage with the indigenous population, and 
sense of identity with America. He raises the possibility that the Southwest will 
become Hispanized like Cuban-dominated Miami, culturally and socially 
amalgamated with Mexico, and that its dominant Hispanic majority will 
neither want nor need to assimilate. 

Multiculturalism, which Huntington rightly calls “anti-European 
civilization” and “basically an anti-Western ideology,”* further hinders 
assimilation and risks creating an America of subnational groups committed to 
different political creeds. Much of America’s identity crisis, he rightly observes, 
is the work of “denationalized” academic, business, professional, and political 
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elites—hostile to the very idea of the nation, embracing a universalist morality, 
seeing themselves as citizens of the world, and loyal to transnational 
organizations such as multinational corporations. The elites enacted the 1965 
Immigration Act, which opened America to mass non-European immigration, 
and worked to deliberately deconstruct America through affirmative action 
and other racial preferences, bilingual education, abandonment of 
Americanization, and so on. 


HUNTINGTON’S OLD News: THE BUCKLEY STRATEGY’S FAILURE 


Welcome though Huntington’s unmasking of the anti-American elite is, 
this is not news to us on the hard right. A seminal treatment of liberalism’s role 
in Western decline is James Burnham’s Suicide of the West (1964), still valuable 
for its illuminating treatment of liberal guilt, and which Huntington never 
mentions. Liberal intellectuals’ and opinion leaders’ hostility to America was 
abundantly documented in Paul Hollander’s Anti-Americanism (1992)— 
which, incredibly, Huntington never cites either. Political correctness has 
received searching criticisms, e.g., Roger Kimball’s Tenured Radicals (1990) and 
Charles J. Sykes’s The Hollow Men (1990), two other works Huntington 
overlooks. The vast discrepancy between the elite’s agenda and the desires of 
the American people, the elite’s callous indifference to the people’s wishes, the 
globalist and business leadership’s obsessive economism, and the harmful 
effects of the elite’s policies were all spelled out compactly and forcefully by 
Louis T. March and Brent Nelson’s The Great Betrayal: The Elite’s War on Middle 
America (1995). Other useful, and also overlooked, treatments of these 
phenomena are Christopher Lasch’s The Truest and Only Heaven (1991) and The 
Revolt of the Elites and the Betrayal of Democracy (1995), Samuel Francis’s 
Revolution from the Middle (1997), and Patrick Buchanan’s The Great Betrayal 
(1998). 

Likewise, most of Huntington’s facts and arguments about multiculturalism 
and immigration have already been presented more compellingly elsewhere. 
Multiculturalism and multiculturalist public policies have received penetrating 
criticism at Paul Gottfried’s scholarly hands in Multiculturalism and the Politics 
of Guilt (2002). Brent Nelson’s compact, unsung classic, America Balkanized: 
Immigration’s Challenge to Government (1994), deals with many of Huntington’s 
topics, such as Mexican immigration and the Hispanicization of Miami and the 
Southwest, with greater force, penetration, and perception. Much of 
Huntington’s background information on immigration, and many of the 
concerns he raises, appeared already in Peter Brimelow’s Alien Nation (1995). 
Lawrence Auster’s The Path to National Suicide (1990) shows that America’s 
culture and institutions have an Anglo-Saxon core. Auster’s Huddled Clichés 
(1997) debunks many specious arguments for immigration, including the 
“nation of immigrants” and “creedal nation” myths, while his Erasing America: 
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The Politics of the Borderless Nation (2003) tackles immigration, multiculturalism, 
and their threats to America’s survival. Many of Huntington’s immigration 
concerns were ably raised in Louis T. March’s Immigration and the End of Self- 
Government (1999). The special, dangerous characteristics of Mexican 
immigration and its threat to America were well covered by Pat Buchanan’s 
The Death of the West (2002). Many of these works speculated that the 
Southwest could become Hispanized like Miami and thereby resemble Quebec. 
Samuel Francis’s America Extinguished (2003) valuably examines assimilation 
in general and the non-assimilation of Hispanics in particular, and the crucial 
importance of language for assimilation. 

Incredibly, Huntington cites none of this literature. His 602 reference notes 
do not mention any conservative critics of multiculturalism, and aside from a 
few works by the Center for Immigration Studies and a couple of pieces in The 
Social Contract, omit the large immigration restrictionist literature. This 
performance reveals the degree to which Establishment intellectuals have 
chosen to ignore serious conservative writing. One reason why conservative 
critiques of the century-long trend of American history and policy have had so 
little impact, Who Are We? makes clear, is that the Establishment has simply 
brushed them off. One would think that a scholar of Huntington’s caliber 
venturing to write on immigration’s threat to our identity would have made it 
his business to familiarize himself with the restrictionist literature. Yet doing so 
apparently never crossed his mind. And if a self-proclaimed conservative is so 
ignorant of conservative critiques of immigration, unabashed liberals must 
surely be even more so. Conservatives have, in William F. Buckley’s phrase, 
stood “athwart history, yelling ‘Stop,’” but the message didn’t get through— 
because the liberal and economic elite driving the steamroller did not want to 
hear it and was not going to listen. As Huntington shows, it still doesn’t and still 
won't. 

Indeed, one of the deeper significances of Huntington’s blank ignorance of 
conservative critiques of multiculturalism, immigration, and the immigration 
myths is its inadvertent revelation that post-World War II mainstream 
conservatism’s strategy of reaching out to and converting liberal intellectuals 
simply has not worked, and was probably quixotic all along. Conservative 
historian George H. Nash reveals that in preparing to launch National Review, 
Buckley 

forcefully rejected what he called “the popular and cliché-ridden appeal to the 
‘grass-roots’” and strove instead to establish a journal which would reach 
intellectuals. Not all conservatives agreed with this approach, but the young 
editor-to-be was firm. It was the intellectuals, after all, “who have midwived and 
implemented the revolution. We have got to have allies among the intellectuals, 
and we propose to renovate conservatism and see if we can’t win some of them 
around.”* 

Well, Mr. Buckley, you can’t win them around if they won’t read you. 
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From Huntington’s own evidence, the American people are far more 
conservative, patriotic, and religious than the elites. Moreover, as he also 
shows, substantial majorities of Americans have consistently opposed 
America’s elite-imposed deconstruction, and have supported such measures as 
pro-English language ballot initiatives, immigration control, and denying 
welfare to illegal aliens.’ It stands to reason that conservatism’s natural 
audience is the people, not the elites. All too clearly, then, Buckley’s strategy is 
the exact opposite of what National Review, and conservatism in general, 
should have done: address the people, educate them about America’s perils, 
and rouse them to take their country back. 

And it is telling that conservatives who try to do just that, such as Pat 
Buchanan and Sam Francis, are relentlessly pilloried by the “respectable,” 
“responsible” right. One gets an uncanny impression that mainstream 
conservatives are not only so intimidated by liberals that they define triumph 
as winning liberals’ approval (thereby attaining power and lucre for 
themselves), but are also terrified of the people and of what they might do if they 
ever became aroused. 


HUNTINGTON’S UNCOUPLING OF NATION, 


CULTURE, AND ETHNICITY 


Moreover, genuine conservatives—those wishing to conserve America’s 
identity as an essentially European nation with an essentially British, or at least 
European, civilization and culture—who think Huntington is a kindred spirit 
are sadly mistaken. Although in an interview he said “I view myself as a 
conservative,”° Who Are We? and his subsequent pronouncements prove that 
Huntington is no conservative in the foregoing sense. 

For one thing, Huntington is no restrictionist. Perhaps to appease his rabid 
immigrationist critics, he also stated in the same interview that “basically, 
immigration is good,” that in 1965, “I think very happily, we opened up, 
changed those [immigration] laws,” and that “I want to make it clear that I’m 
not opposed to immigration per se. I’m in favor of immigration... But it has to 
be immigration with assimilation.”” His treatment of immigration has, too, a 
naive and unserious quality. While he bemoans mass, especially illegal, 
Hispanic immigration and the lack of assimilation, and observes that past 
immigration lulls facilitated immigration, it never occurs to him to draw the 
obvious conclusion that an immigration moratorium and rigorous elimination 
of illegal immigration are crucial to assimilation, much less to recommend these 
measures. Can a scholar of Huntington’s stature possibly be this 
simpleminded? 

Worse yet, Who Are We? is lethally flawed by Huntington’s frantic desire to 
separate nationality and culture from ethnicity and race. He makes this desire 
clear early on. He is arguing, his foreword declares, 
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for the importance of Anglo-Protestant culture, not Anglo-Protestant people. I 
believe one of the greatest achievements, perhaps the greatest achievement, of 
America is the extent to which it has eliminated the racial and ethnic components 
that historically were central to its identity and has become a multiethnic, 
multiracial society in which individuals are to be judged on their merits. That has 
happened, I believe, because of the commitment successive generations of 
Americans have had to the Anglo-Protestant culture and the Creed of the 
founding settlers. If that commitment is sustained, America will still be America 
long after the WASPish descendants of its founders have become a small and 
uninfluential minority. That is the America I know and love. It is also, as the 
evidence in these pages demonstrates, the America most Americans love and 
want.® 

Deborah Solomon’s interview of Huntington in the New York Times 
Magazine made it even clearer. While Solomon was appallingly unprofessional, 
rude, and childish, making such remarks as “I hope you're not one of those 
Mayflower snobs” and “Did you grow up ina WASP-y mansion in Connecticut 
with servants?” she nevertheless brought out Huntington’s almost desperate 
flight from messy, intractable flesh-and-blood realities into a safe haven of 
abstractions: 

SoLomon: Do you think there is any truth to the stereotypical view of WASPs as 

emotionally cold people? 

HuntTINcTON: Wait a minute. You're talking about people. Iam not talking about 

people. Iam talking about ideas and practices. 

SoLomon: What do you say to the fact that about 10 percent of the U.S. soldiers 

serving in Iraq are Hispanic? 

HUuntTINGcTON: Again you are talking about people. 

SoLomon: What else is there besides people? 

HuntTincTon: There is what people believe, what their assumptions are. I am 

concerned about the degree to which people—whatever their color—believe in 

the American creed and accept American values.’ 

Oddly enough, Who Are We? never defines “nation,” although surely it 
would be appropriate in a book devoted to national identity. Webster’s New 
Collegiate Dictionary (1951) gives the etymology of “nation” as follows: from the 
Old French nacion, which came from the Latin natio, nation, race, which in turn 
came from natus, the past participle of nasci, to be born. A nation, then—as 
conservative critics of immigration such as Thomas Fleming, Nelson, and 
Brimelow have rightly observed—is essentially an extended family, meaning it 
has a common, or at least dominant, ethnic stock." 

The same dictionary defines “nation” as 

1. A people connected by supposed [sic] ties of blood generally manifested by 

community of language, religion, customs, etc. 2. Any aggregation of people 

having like institutions and customs and a sense of social homogeneity and 
mutual interest. 3. The body of inhabitants of a country united under a single 
independent government; a state. 
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The first, and original, definition is rooted in lived realities of flesh and blood 
and the common experience, language, culture, folkways, and world view of 
a people, whereas the other two are in order of increasing abstraction from 
these realities; by the time we reach the third definition, a nation’s inhabitants 
have nothing in common but geographic location and their government. 
Whether Huntington uses nation in the second or third sense is not clear; what 
is Clear is that he does not mean it in the first sense. 

His desire to sever nationhood and culture from ethnicity also emerges in 
his treatment of the Soviet Union. With the Cold War over, he notes, the Soviets 
no longer had an enemy; and without it, the Soviet Union “quickly dissolved 
into sixteen states, each with its own national identity defined largely by culture 
and history.” The last statement is a crass evasion of the truth that these states 
were in fact “largely defined” by ethnicity: Russian, Ukrainian, Byelorussian, 
Estonian, Georgian, Latvian, and so on. It was obviously ethnicity that gave 
these nations their identity, and was the main root of their mutual antagonisms. 
Where did their distinct cultures come from, if not their ethnicities? What were 
their histories, if not the stories of their peoples’ existence? 

Huntington’s project of downplaying ethnicity also drives his tendentious 
concept of “culture.” For him culture is not the artistic expression of a people 
at a given stage of their civilization and history, but, as we saw, a matter of 
ideas, beliefs, and institutions. Key elements of “Anglo-Saxon culture” include 
“the English language; Christianity; religious commitment; English concepts 
of the rule of law, the responsibility of rules, and the rights of individuals,” as 
well as the dissenting Protestant values of industry (which he stresses), 
individualism, and the duty to create a sort of heaven on earth.” Since 
anybody can subscribe to a belief or idea or participate in an institution, 
Huntington’s definition cuts culture loose from all of its roots in ethnicity save 
one: language. 

For genuine conservative critics of immigration such as Brimelow, Nelson, 
Fleming, Francis, and Auster, “nation” and “culture” are not the abstractions 
they are for Huntington, but are grounded in ethnicity. Huntington and the 
conservative restrictionists are literally not speaking the same language. 

One huge problem is that Huntington’s abstract approach is impossible to 
square with his own historical account. He asserts that what is important is 
“Anglo-Protestant culture, not Anglo-Protestant people.” Yet he argues that if 
America had not been settled by British Protestants, “It would not be America; 
it would be Quebec, Mexico, or Brazil,”"° which is necessarily an admission that 
Anglo-Protestant people are in fact crucially important to our identity. 
Furthermore, he notes Campbell Gibson’s finding that 49 percent of America’s 
1990 population was descended from the 1790 colonial and_ black 
populations—which obviously implies that for most of America’s history, the 
lion’s share of her population was Anglo-Protestant. Surely this fact is of 
decisive importance for our national identity. Not only culture in the usual 
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sense but culture in Huntington’s special sense is in fact grounded in ethnicity; 
just how would America have created an Anglo-Protestant culture without an 
overwhelmingly Anglo-Protestant population? 

And just how would the Americanization of immigrants—their 
assimilation of Anglo-Protestant culture—have taken place without an 
overwhelmingly Anglo-Protestant population living that culture and thereby 
providing a model for immigrants to emulate; enveloping immigrants in that 
culture; creating, operating, and manning the institutions that promoted 
Americanization; and sufficiently aware and proud of its Anglo-Protestant 
identity to deem it worth preserving and to insist on immigrants’ conformity to 
its ways? Had Anglo-Protestants been only a slim majority of the population 
and not controlled our institutions, the Anglo-Protestant culture Huntington 
stresses could not possibly have become, and remained, central to America’s 
identity. And without a critical mass of Anglo-Protestant people, America 
could not have retained its essential identity in the face of the pre-1924 waves 
of immigration. 

Furthermore, in discussing the fragility of the “Creed” of political beliefs, 
Huntington states that the Creed itself “was the product of people with a 
distinct Anglo-Protestant culture” even though “other peoples” embraced 
parts of it. Moreover, “We the people of the United States’ had to exist with a 
common ethnicity [sic!], race [sic!!], culture, language, and religion before we 
could ‘ordain and establish this Constitution of the United States of America.” 
Which of course means that white, Anglo-Protestant people were decisively 
important after all! He goes on to warn that a multicultural America will 
eventually become a multicreedal one, “with groups with different cultures 
espousing distinctive political values and principles rooted in their particular 
cultures.” 

But where does Huntington think different cultures and political creeds 
come from, if not different races and ethnic groups? Where else, indeed, could 
they come from? These things are not plucked out of thin air. Moreover, if the 
Anglo-Protestant or at least European share of the population were an 
overwhelming majority of the population, the multicultural-multicreedal 
problem he raises simply could not arise; even if there were some people who 
believed in, say, an absolute monarchy or rule by nepotism and graft rather 
than the rule of law, there would not be enough of them to matter. Huntington’s 
treatment of ethnicity, then, is hopelessly muddled and contradictory, driven 
by the clash between his acknowledgment of historical realities and his flight 
from what they imply. 

A second grave problem is that Huntington’s sense of “culture” also renders 
his demolition of the “creedal nation” myth illusory and meretricious. Given his 
definition of “Anglo-Protestant culture,” it emerges immediately that “the 
Creed,” consisting of democracy, equality, rights and liberties, individualism, 
property and the rule of law, is merely a subset of “Anglo-Protestant culture,” 


Fall 2004 / Attarian 53 


and that the latter is merely “the Creed” plus the English language, Protestant 
Christianity, and a tendency to workaholism. Anybody can become an 
American, immigrationists claim, by assenting to a set of “propositions.” 
Huntington’s only dissent from this is that becoming an American also requires 
learning English, being somewhat individualistic, perhaps being religious, and 
working hard. Thanks to his preference for dwelling in a world of abstractions, 
he and the immigrationists are not so far apart after all. 


HUNTINGTON’S Evi, ADVOCACY OF WHITE SUICIDE 


Huntington’s treatment of race is even worse, and here the evil hidden 
agenda of Who Are We? emerges. 

If anything, Huntington is even more anxious to de-emphasize race than he 
is to de-emphasize ethnicity. In an interview he revealed himself cheerfully 
unconcerned by predictions that white Americans will be a minority by 2050: 

Lams: You suggested by some year in middle 2000s that this country—whites will 

bein the minority. 

HuntincTon: Well, I don’t suggest it. The census projections say that by the year 

2050, non-Hispanic whites will be about 50 percent of the population. 

Lams: And is there anything wrong with that? 

HuntincTon: No. I have nothing against the changing racial makeup of the 

country. I have no concern about people’s color. I do have concerns about their 

values and culture and commitment and those sorts of things. But whether 
they’re black, brown, white, or whatever, yellow, seems to me doesn’t make any 
difference and shouldn’t make any difference." 

Perhaps it shouldn’t, but for a lot of people it does, and many, probably 
most, of them are nonwhites, immigrants, or both. Huntington here displays a 
weakness of intellectuals verging on the psychopathology called denial, a 
weakness aptly described by military historian Correlli Barnett: a tendency “to 
feel that once something has been demonstrated to be absurd or self-destructive 
it is as good as written off. However, while you may rightly tell a drunkard that 
drink will kill him if he does not give it up, how do you stop him drinking?”’® 
While intellectuals like Huntington may tell everybody that race doesn’t and 
shouldn’t make any difference, how do they get the National Council of La 
Raza, MEChA, and other such nonwhite racist groups to stop thinking and 
acting as if it does? And if these groups are oblivious to such exhortations (and 
they are), then the central conservative virtue of prudence dictates that one 
should have something against America’s changing racial makeup. 

Given Huntington’s own correct observations that “In the long run...numbers 
are power, particularly in a multicultural society, a political democracy, and a 
consumer economy” and that “the large and increasing absolute numbers of 
Mexicans reduce the incentives for cultural assimilation,” his profession of 
unconcern for America’s changing racial makeup is disingenuous, 
duplicitous, a sorry effort at appeasement, or incredibly, frighteningly naive. 
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He asserts early in Who Are We? that “Identities are, overwhelmingly, 
constructed.” Apart from a few characteristics like age, ancestry, and 
gender, one may define one’s identity as one likes. Although we inherit race 
and ethnicity, “these can be redefined or rejected, and the meaning and 
applicability of a term like ‘race’ changes over time.”'* These claims place 
Huntington squarely in impious liberal modernity, which takes little or 
nothing as given, and sees reality as substantially, if not infinitely, 
malleable. 

Much later, in his discussion of race and ethnicity, these conceptual 
bombs suddenly explode. Ethnic identities among whites are disappearing 
due to forces such as ethnic intermarriage, he observes. Instead, most 
whites now see themselves simply as whites, rather than Irish, German, 
and so on. “This could have serious implications for American society,” he 
warns darkly. Identity, he says, requires an other, in contrast to whom it 
understands itself, and so, unsurprisingly, in some situations whites of 
different ethnic backgrounds assert a white identity and cooperate against 
non-whites. “There is, however, another possibility that is the most 
inclusive of all. White Americans could forgo subnational, communal 
identities and simply think of themselves as Americans.”” 

Two paragraphs later he returns to this topic and warns that if whites see 
themselves as whites, it can have ominous consequences: 

The identity white Americans choose to replace their fading ethnic identities has 
profound implications for America’s future. If they define themselves primarily 
as Euro-American or Anglo in response to a perceived Hispanic challenge, the 
cultural divide in America will be formalized. If they think of themselves 
primarily as white in opposition to blacks and others, the historic racial fault line 
will be reinvigorated. On the other hand, national identity and national unity 
will be strengthened if white Americans echo Ward Connerly and conclude that 
their mixed ancestries make them “All American.””° 

In other words, Huntington maintains that the proper response by white 
Americans to pressure from Hispanics—whose challenge, as his own evidence 
makes clear, is not “perceived,” but quite real—and blacks, both of whom are 
increasingly blatant in their antiwhite racism, is to simply forget their race. 

Significantly, Huntington makes no corresponding suggestion that blacks, 
Asians, or the Hispanics, whose rising numbers and resistance to assimilation 
bother him so much, forget their racial identity and consciousness, even though 
these phenomena are clearly much stronger, more pervasive, and more 
dangerous—more likely to translate into militancy, even violence—among 
them than among whites. Whites have, for example, nothing to compare with 
the array of militant, race-conscious minority advocacy groups: NAACP, 
CORE, Nation of Islam, MEChA, MALDEF, LULAC, National Council of La 
Raza, and so on. The self-forgetting is to be done by one race only, the one 
already least racially conscious. 
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So Huntington is advocating white unilateral disarmament in the face of 
rising antiwhite racism and hostility. A scholar of his attainments cannot fail 
to know that unilateral disarmament in the presence of rising aggression is a 
formula for disaster, and that it proved itself so for Britain and France between 
the world wars. Why then does he advocate it for American whites? 

Huntington then turns to race. While physical differences between races 
exist, he acknowledges, people classify each other by race because they deem 
it important, and therefore “race is a social construction as well as a physical 
reality.” Likewise, he asserts that “Race may also be a political construction.” 
Why? Because “Governments classify people into different racial categories” 
and allocate advantages and disadvantages on that basis.”! That race is a social 
and political construct is, of course, a core dogma of political correctness. So 
much for Huntington the conservative. 

Huntington’s argument is, to put it charitably, flimsy in the extreme. In a 
fatuously literal-minded sense, his claims that race is partly a social and 
political construct are true, but Huntington evades the obvious truth that these 
social and political classifications are themselves based on the reality of 
observable differences. Two simple examples make this clear. Dog owners and 
veterinarians classify dogs into collies, Labradors, beagles, and so on, too, but 
the mere act of writing different breed names ona sheet of paper does not make 
“collie,” “beagle,” and “Labrador” social “constructs.” Nobody in his right 
mind would take such a claim seriously. Similarly, a dog off-leash in Ann 
Arbor’s Nichols Arboretum is liable to a fine, whereas a dog on a leash is not, 
but while “off-leash” is a government classification, it is not a political 
“construct” concocted out of whole cloth, it is a name for an observable fact. 
It is only because intellectual honesty, critical judgment, and standards of 
argument have been largely destroyed in America thanks to Deweyite 
education and relentless liberal race-baiting that Huntington could write such 
nonsense and get by with it. 

An observation by Ellsworth Toohey, the villain of Ayn Rand’s novel The 
Fountainhead, is apt here: “But there’s always a purpose in nonsense. Don’t 
bother to examine a folly—ask yourself only what it accomplishes.” What the 
folly of race as “construct” accomplishes is to enable its author to assert (as 
liberals invariably proceed to do) that race does not matter, which in turn is 
almost invariably the entering wedge for promoting intermarriage and 
miscegenation. 

Sure enough, with this folly behind him, Huntington then points out that 
race in America is slowly blurring, both biologically through intermarriage and 
“symbolically and attitudinally” through greater acceptance of individual 
multiracialism. “Americans approve of their country moving from a 
multiracial society of racial groups to a nonracial society of multiracial 
individuals.” After adding that races will still exist, “but not necessarily to the 
same degree or with the same significance” as in the past, he reports that 
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intermarriage is “blurring the lines between the races. Much more importantly, 
race and racial distinctions are losing significance in people’s thinking.” There 
follow results from opinion polls purporting to prove that approval or at least 
acceptance of race mixing is rising dramatically.” 

Had Huntington merely said that some Americans approve of this 
transformation, or many, or even, as the polls he cites suggest, a majority, 
that would be unobjectionable. As it stands, however, “Americans approve 
of their country moving from a multiracial society of racial groups to a 
nonracial society of multiracial individuals” is simply counterfactual. 
Huntington cites a 2001 Harvard/Kaiser Foundation/ Washington Post poll 
which indicates that fifty-three percent of whites believed that it made no 
difference whether one married within or outside one’s race.** What he 
does not say is that this implies that to forty-seven percent of whites, it does. 
On his own evidence, then, only a wafer-thin majority of whites accepts 
interracial marriage. Privately (and safely off the record in the land of free 
speech), many whites disapprove of it. Hostility to mixing is widespread 
among African-American women, who quite understandably resent white 
women poaching on the pool of eligible black bachelors. Many Asian 
parents disapprove of their children dating and marrying whites. This too 
is quite understandable, as intermarriage dilutes the Asianness of their 
families—and family identity and solidarity are much more important to 
Asians than to the far more individualist whites. Huntington’s sweeping 
“Americans approve,” then, is not what a scrupulous scholar mindful of 
the facts would write. It looks suspiciously as if it were written with 
promotional intent. 

This suspicion is strengthened when Huntington concludes his survey 
of poll results thus: “As one professor of sociology commented, ‘interracial 
marriages and their approval is [sic] increasing terribly fast. If you have 
hang-ups about interracial marriage, get over it. The train’s left the 
station.’” The sociologist’s first sentence is unobjectionable, a straight 
statement of fact. The next two are a blatant attempt to browbeat people 
with “hang-ups about interracial marriage” by depicting their disapproval 
as an exercise in futility. By quoting all three, with an affirming “as” placed 
before, Huntington passes from reporting to advocacy—an advocacy, 
moreover, in an unmistakably overweening, triumphalist tone. (Don’t like 
it? Tough! The big locomotive’s rolling, the train’s left the station!) Likewise, 
writing on the change of attitudes about race mixing, Huntington reports 
on the cover of Time’s special issue on “The New Face of America,” “which 
shows a highly attractive [sic] young woman, computer-generated from 
many races, and hailed by Time as the ‘new face’ of America in the twenty- 
first century.”** Clearly, Huntington is trying to foist miscegenation on his 
readers by depicting it as “attractive” and as the irresistible wave of the 
future. 
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He ends his section on the blurring and fading of race as follows: 

If the trends toward multiracialism continue, they will at some point, as Joel 

Perlmann and Roger Waldinger say, make government efforts to classify people 

by race “quaintly passé.” When it happens, the removal of race from census forms 

will signal a dramatic step toward the creation of a comprehensive American 

national identity. At present, race still matters in America, but in more and more 
segments of national life, it matters less and less, except for those who view its 
declining salience as a threat to the place of whites in America.” 

In other words, for Huntington the biological obliteration of separate races, 
especially whites, is a good thing, essential for creating a stronger American 
national identity. Huntington thinks America would be better off without white 
people (and, for that matter, without black, yellow, red, and brown people). 
Although he does not say it explicitly, his prescription is clear. Whites should forget 
their identity as whites and not resist rising pressure from Hispanics and blacks, 
cheerfully submit to dispossession, and embrace and celebrate their gradual 
biological obliteration through intermarriage and miscegenation. The self- 
proclaimed conservative Huntington ends up where liberals always end up: 
exhorting whites to commit race suicide to prove what nice people they are and 
to promote liberal desiderata such as social harmony—in this case, national 
unity and identity. 

Huntington’s real agenda is not traditional American patriotism, in 
which subnational identities (e.g., race, ethnicity, state) were allowed to 
coexist with national identity, but radical social reconstruction to obliterate 
subnational identities which are deemed undesirable, even if they don’t 
necessarily undermine patriotism or good citizenship (plenty of whites 
proudly conscious of their whiteness fought America’s wars, for example). 
For all his purported conservatism, Huntington is eerily like the Jacobins, 
who sought to eradicate subnational identities such as the family, claiming 
that French children belonged to Ja patrie; like Mussolini with his slogan 
“Everything within the state, nothing outside the state, nothing against the 
state” (indeed, one need merely substitute “national identity” for “the 
state” to arrive at Huntington’s position); like the Nazis proclaiming Ein 
Volk, ein Reich, ein Fiihrer! and erasing subnational identities and loyalties 
to, for example, Germany’s historic states; and like the Soviets, who strove 
to squelch the ethnic loyalties of the Soviet Union’s non-Russian 
nationalities. A discerning reading, then, reveals Huntington as no 
conservative at all, but yet another radically renovating liberal, trying to 
destroy the organic loyalties and identities of human nature for the sake of 
an abstraction. Indeed, in hailing race mixing as helping create “a 
comprehensive American national identity,” Huntington is not far from 
Ben Wattenberg with his paeans to race mixing as creating “the first 
universal nation.” And if identities are “overwhelmingly constructed,” 
and race is merely a social and political “construct,” why not? 
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Question: If Huntington deems race unimportant, then why can’t he leave 
the subjects of race and white identity alone, why is he promoting white self- 
forgetting and miscegenation, and why isn’t he telling the unabashedly race- 
conscious nonwhites—who need to hear this message far more than whites 
do—that race “doesn’t make any difference and shouldn’t make any 
difference”? 

As for Huntington’s claim that race “matters less and less” in more and 
more aspects of existence, except among aggrieved whites, this is a howling 
falsehood. It is impossible to square with his own extensive presentation of 
affirmative action, multiculturalism, and other race-conscious policies. Race 
has never mattered more in America—and fixation with race is definitely not 
confined, as he claims, to whites who feel threatened. On the contrary, liberals 
have been obsessed with race for almost half a century, and race increasingly 
obtrudes in public policy. Racist antiwhite propaganda is standard fare in 
much of American “education,” for the obvious purposes of inciting militancy 
among nonwhite pupils and students and instilling racial guilt in white ones, 
breaking their will to resist their dispossession and obliteration, and even 
leading them to actively will it. Many colleges and universities now have 
mandatory white-demonizing courses on racism. Antiwhite racists have never 
been more aggressive, and their hatred is rising to a screeching crescendo; 
witness Leonard Jeffries and Noel “race traitor” Ignatiev. These are easily 
verified facts which Huntington cannot fail to know. His intellectual 
dishonesty here is breathtaking. 

Next Huntington raises the possibility of a backlash of “white nativism.” To be 
fair, he uses “nativism” in a neutral, rather than pejorative, sense to mean intense 
opposition to internal minorities because they are foreign, seen as not really part 
of true American society, or seen as becoming a majority. He also argues that white 
nativists “should not be confused with extremist fringe groups,” such as the 
militias or “hate groups,” and that they are, rather, reacting to “the new realities 
of American society.” His efforts at fairness have their limits, however; Huntington 
does not cite any white nationalist writings, so as to let nationalists state their case, 
but he does quote their leftist foe Carol Swain.” 

“It would, indeed, be extraordinary and possibly unprecedented in human 
history,” he concedes, if America’s “profound demographic changes” did not 
generate some kind of response among whites, and that the “actual and 
prospective continuing loss in power, status, and numbers” by any group 
“almost always leads to efforts by that group to stop or reverse those losses.””” 
In other words, Huntington deems “white nativism” not at all unreasonable, 
but rather the sort of thing human nature’s core instinct of self-preservation 
would lead one to expect—yet he thinks whites should make a suicidal effort 
to transcend human nature and its deepest instinctual drive, and abolish 
themselves anyway! Like so many white liberals, Huntington seems possessed. 
by a racial death wish, and seeks to inculcate it in his white readers. 
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Just exactly what is wrong with white nativism as he defines it, especially 
since he (properly) takes pains to distinguish it from crackpot racial hate? 
Huntington’s only answer is that it creates the possibility of “intensified racial 
conflict” and a more intolerant, exclusionist America.** This may not be 
politically correct, but that’s not the worst of it. Brent Nelson spelled out the real 
problem with a clarity and forthrightness missing in Huntington: “When... 
European Americans begin to think of themselves as such and demand 
ethnically conscious European American leaders, then America will have 
become America Balkanized, a nation without Americans, just as Yugoslavia, 
in the early 1990s, became a nation without Yugoslavs: i.e., no longer a viable 
nation.”” 

Nelson went on to argue that racial amalgamation along Brazilian lines— 
i.e., Huntington’s prescription—is an illusory cure. Brazil is in fact a racially 
stratified society shot through with racism, race obsessions, and conflict. He 
concluded that the only sound course, the only way to avert Balkanization, is 
rigorous immigration control.” 

Nelson, not Huntington, has the right answer. If bilingualism, 
multiculturalism, immigration, and race-conscious policies such as affirmative 
action are the real causes of America’s identity crisis, then reason and common 
sense suggest that the cure is to remove them. Yet Huntington advocates 
instead a solution not suggested by the problem: white self-immolation. Why? 

One would think that someone who is so concerned with the threat to 
national identity and “societal security” from mass immigration without 
assimilation would argue strongly for an immigration moratorium, a vigorous 
policy of Americanization, or both. Yet Who Are We? does no such thing. Aside 
from recommitment to Anglo-Protestant culture, white race suicide is the only 
recommendation Huntington makes. We are entitled to conclude that for 
Samuel Huntington the dispossession and destruction of the white race is a 
higher priority than national preservation through immigration control. 


HUNTINGTON, THE CLUELESS RIGHT, AND THE “BLAND BARGAIN” 


All of this has sailed ten leagues over the heads of mainstream conservative 
commentators on Huntington. Every last one of them completely ignored the 
ghastly faults of Who Are We? 

New York Times op-ed columnist David Brooks focused on Huntington’s 
claim that Latino immigrants are assimilating slowly if at all, and dissented, 
arguing that “the most persuasive evidence is against him.” Mexicans are so 
assimilating, Brooks retorted, although peasants take longer to do so than the 
educated. What’s more, Mexicans are making economic progress, “are in fact 
dispersing around the nation,” and have lifestyles pretty much like those of 
other Americans, albeit perhaps spending more on children’s clothes and less 
on electronics. Moreover, Brooks added, “Anglo” and “Protestant” really don’t 
describe “the mentality that binds us. Rather, “We are bound together because 
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we Americans share a common conception of the future.” For us, history is 
about leaps of progress. Yes, Mexicans lag at school, but that’s “in part because 
we've failed them. Our integration [sic] machinery is broken.” If we stop 
immigration, “you can kiss goodbye the new energy, new tastes and new 
strivers who want to lunge into the future. That’s the real threat to the 
American creed.” Brooks had nothing to say about Huntington’s treatment of 
race.*! Small wonder this insipid, vacuous castrato has a reputation as the 
“liberals’ favorite conservative.” There is nothing here that would offend a 
charter member of Americans for Democratic Action. 

National Review editor Rich Lowry summarized Huntington’s points about 
assimilation of immigrants and multiculturalism’s threat to the Creed, the threat 
to American identity from the denationalized elites, and his worry about 
bifurcation of America thanks to Hispanic immigration. He concluded by lauding 
Huntington’s courage. While he did note (without comment) Huntington’s 
argument for the importance of Anglo-Protestant culture rather than Anglo- 
Protestant people, Lowry too said nothing at all about Huntington’s treatments of 
race and white nativism, or about his advocacy of white race suicide.” 

The same pattern characterized the rest of mainstream conservative 
treatment of Huntington. After presenting Huntington’s critiques of the elites 
and multiculturalism and his discussion of the roles of the Creed and Anglo- 
Protestant culture in American identity, University of Virginia professor James 
Ceaser devoted most of his review essay in The Weekly Standard to discussing 
Huntington’s switch of emphasis. Ceaser observed that in The Politics of 
Disharmony (1981) Huntington had argued that the Creed is the basis of 
American national identity, but that in Who Are We? he was arguing the 
opposite, that our identity is grounded in Anglo-Protestant culture, not the 
Creed. While probing the possible reasons for Huntington’s changed 
perspective, Ceaser was silent about his treatment of race. 

James Nuechterlein’s review devoted itself mostly to simply recapitulating 
Huntington’s points on national identity, immigration, assimilation, America’s 
possible bifurcation, the elites, and America’s religiosity. Huntington’s 
discussions of race and white nativism were ignored. A senior fellow of the 
Institute on Religion and Public Life, Nuechterlein reserved his criticism for 
Huntington’s stress on the centrality of “Anglo” and “Protestant” to American 
identity. After all, many American Christians are Catholics, and they “are not 
simply quasi-Protestants” with “a thing for Mary and the Pope.”™ 

Lauding Huntington for “perhaps the definitive” survey of the future of the 
American nation-state, Hudson Institute senior fellow John Fonte focused on 
his debunking of the half-truths about America being a “creedal nation” and 
a “nation of immigrants,” and on his treatment of assimilation. Although Fonte 
noted Huntington’s welcoming of a multiethnic, multiracial society, he had 
nothing to say about it—or, for that matter, about Huntington’s discussions of 
race and white nativism.” 
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Neither did David Frum in his utterly clueless “Huntington’s America.” 
While conceding that Huntington’s warnings about multiculturalism, 
bilingualism, and the inadequacy of a political creed to hold a nation together 
have a point, Frum chided Huntington for not giving more attention to the 
causes of mass Mexican immigration and to American responses to it. America 
can’t ignore Mexico, Frum argued, and should do more to help Mexico’s 
economic development. If Mexicans can find opportunity in Mexico, they 
won't need to seek it here.* 

To his credit, John O’Sullivan, editor-in-chief of The National Interest, 
produced a serious and illuminating study of Huntington’s view of 
immigration and the hysterically hostile reaction by many leftists and 
immigrationists to it. O’Sullivan rightly faulted Huntington’s critics for 
ignoring evidence in his favor, misrepresenting him, and making vitriolic 
personal attacks. Arguing that Huntington had long ago articulated “the single 
best definition of conservatism: Namely, that it is the set of ideas that men adopt 
in defense of their social and political institutions when they come under 
fundamental attack,” O’Sullivan maintained that Huntington believes our 
national identity and its supporting institutions and traditions are under attack 
and that Who Are We? “is a conservative defense of them.” He seconded 
Huntington’s demolition of the “creedal nation” and “nation of immigrants” 
myths and his view of elites, and defended his claims that Anglo-Protestant 
culture is central to American identity and that assimilation has consisted of 
embracing that culture. O’Sullivan concluded by praising Huntington to the 
skies. “Who Are We? is worth ten divisions in the new American culture war 
about patriotism.” It has demystified the claims used to deconstruct America, 
revealed that “some conservatives and neoconservatives are unwitting 
accomplices in this demolition,” and revealed “a substantial anti-American 
intelligentsia” (hasn’t O’Sullivan read Hollander’s Anti-Americanism?). In 
doing the last, “Huntington has performed an important intellectual service.” 
Yet even O'Sullivan said nothing about Huntington’s utter failure to call for 
immigration control and assimilation, his profoundly liberal view of identity, 
race, and ethnicity as malleable “constructs,” his discussion of white nativism, 
and his recommendation of white race suicide.*” 

So apparently nobody in the conservative mainstream picked up on 
Huntington’s profoundly antiwhite treatment of race and white nativism. 
Their loud silence about all this is disquieting. Did these people and I read the 
same book? Since we can probably safely assume that these writers in fact read 
Huntington’s book—in some manner, anyway—it is implausible that every last 
one of them failed to see and notice this aspect of Who Are We? So ignorance 
cannot explain it. What, then, is behind it? 

One possibility is that Huntington’s seeming conservatism on immigration, 
multiculturalism, and the elites bamboozled some of them into suspending 
critical judgment about everything else he said. This confirms a disheartening 
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syndrome among conservatives: a cluelessness and naiveté making them rush 
to embrace anybody who makes conservative noises about anything and 
ignore his faults. This is not implausible; it goes far to explain the popularity 
among conservatives of such flawed specimens as Dinesh D’Souza, Jack 
Kemp, and William F. Bennett. 

In some cases, the silence may be due to sheer slapdash negligence and 
incompetence. Perhaps in their rush to get into print on the latest “hot 
topic” they gave Huntington only one hasty and superficial reading, 
thumbing through the index and skipping and skimming. Or perhaps many 
of them, being maleducated journalists or careerist adventurers rather than 
scholars, just simply aren’t capable of reading with close attentiveness, 
penetration, and discernment. This too is quite plausible; note that 
mainstream conservatives have been enthusiasts for the horridly 
incompetent Julian Simon, who was drubbed for his innumerable howlers 
by such genuine scholars as Herman Daly and Garrett Hardin.** 

Another explanation is that mainstream conservatives simply do not 
see white obliteration as an issue or a problem. This quite likely fits 
neoconservatives, globalists, immigrationists such as John J. Miller, and 
tame, lapdog conservatives such as George F. Will, who actually look 
forward to it.” Also, many mainstream conservatives are conservative on 
one or a few issues and liberal on everything else. A case in point is Catholic 
conservative columnist Maggie Gallagher, who fulminates regularly on 
abortion, marriage, and homosexuality but whose observations on identity 
and whiteness would have warmed the cockles of Huntington’s heart— 
and, for that matter, Noel Ignatiev’s. She regarded herself, she wrote, as an 
American, a Catholic, and, sometimes, an Irish-American, but added that 
“T hate the idea of being white.... I never think of myself as belonging to the 
‘white race.” Those who do, in my experience, are invariably second-raters 
seeking solace for their own failures. I can think of few things more 
degrading than being proud to be white.”*° 

Still another possible explanation is that most conservatives have 
carried William F. Buckley’s project of “renovating” conservatism so as to 
find favor with liberal intellectuals to the point of demolition. Mainstream 
conservatives have made their peace with virtually everything on the 
liberal agenda: fiat money, free trade (pushed by such liberals as Cordell 
Hull and Franklin Roosevelt), internationalist foreign policy, the welfare 
state, Social Security and Medicare, continually expanding federal 
government power, the civil rights movement, feminism, sexual liberation 
in the arts and conduct—and immigration. Some “conservatives” like 
Huntington may still whine that the trouble with immigration is that it isn’t 
accompanied by assimilation, but the liberalism and economism which 
dominate conservatism dilute “assimilation” to endorsing democracy and 
capitalism and becoming interchangeable with the indigenous species of 


Fall 2004 / Attarian 63 


economic insects. A sign of this voice-merging with liberalism is that the 
liberal Victor Davis Hanson, whose muddled and wrongheaded Mexifornia 
was similarly lauded in mainstream conservative circles last year, has 
become a fixture at National Review. 

Finally, mainstream conservatives are probably terrified of confronting 
race and being crucified by the left for doing so. As Peter Brimelow 
observed, conservatives have made a “bland bargain” with the powerful 
liberal establishment. It works like this: 

Conservatives are now somewhat more likely to be allowed into public debate than 

in the dark years of the 1950s. But they must still not say anything that impinges 

upon the truly sacred liberal taboos—above all, of course, anything that might be 

remotely connected with ethnicity or race.... Slaves naturally try to curry favor with 
their masters.... Other slaves can grow to love their chains. These are conservatives 
who have internalized the prohibitions under which they must operate.*! 

We are safe in saying that David Brooks and David Frum, at least, have 
made the “bland bargain.” (So, perhaps, has Huntington himself.) Brooks 
would not be a New York Times columnist if he had not, nor would Frum find 
ready markets for his work in such mainstream places as The Wall Street 
Journal. Perhaps some of the others were afraid of retaliation if they spoke up. 
The vials of leftist wrath poured out on Huntington’s head no doubt served as 
an object lesson about what would happen to them if they did. 

The left’s treatment of Huntington has another message, if conservatives 
could only grasp it: Appeasement does not work, the “bland bargain” is futile. 
Huntington’s racial views are liberal boilerplate, and presumably the PC and 
immigrationist witchfinders who read Who Are We? noted this. Yet this did not 
save him from vitriolic abuse at their hands. Leftists and liberals are conducting 
a reign of terror against conservatives, and under such circumstances, it’s one 
slip and you’re damned. Even a deviation as innocuous as Huntington’s on 
immigration suffices for persecution. 

But whatever the explanation, what matters is that the mainstream right has 
in fact been silent about the profoundly antiwhite aspects of Who Are We? The 
effect is to whitewash Huntington and lull whites to sleep about how wicked his 
book really is. Anyone who relied solely on mainstream conservative comments 
regarding Who Are We? would have no idea that Huntington advocates white 
racial suicide. Indeed, one who read John O’Sullivan’s spirited defense of him from 
his fanatical immigrationist and multiculturalist detractors would come away 
thinking that Huntington is a staunch conservative on immigration, 
multiculturalism, and the elites, and be inclined to welcome him as an ally in the 
terrible political struggle shaping up over race and immigration, when he is, in fact, 
very much a fifth columnist. Moreover, the left’s vituperation of Huntington has 
the unfortunate effect of making him look more conservative than he is, since 
many conservatives cannot get it through their heads that the victim of your 
enemy is not necessarily your friend. 
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The mainstream right’s utter failure to smoke out Huntington has still 
deeper and worse meanings. For one thing, it demonstrates that it has become 
impossible to have a fearless, intellectually honest discussion of immigration, 
identity, and race in the mainstream media. Adhering to the party line of 
political correctness is apparently the price of admission. 

For another, it signifies that the conservative mainstream is as blind to 
reality as Neville Chamberlain was at Munich. The hideous truth staring us in 
the face is that the elite which runs this country is bent on the dispossession and 
biological obliteration of whites, and that this monstrous effort is itself but one 
facet of the most profound social reconstruction project in history: the 
destruction of all human distinctions except those between a globalist 
Huxleyan elite of World Controllers and their interchangeable, helpless slaves. 
The evidence is piling up rapidly. Yet the mainstream right can’t, won't, see it. 

And even if it could, mainstream conservatism’s evasion of the ugly realities 
of Who Are We? reveals it as worse than useless as a means of resisting the 
dispossession and obliteration of European-Americans. Their performance 
proves definitively that we can look to the National Review/Weekly Standard 
stratum of “conservatism” for nothing. We are on our own. 
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Reviewed by Samuel Francis 


that Michael O’Meara’s important and often brilliant (but unfortunately 

sometimes opaquely written) account of the thought of the French “New 
Right” could be published in this country only by an on-line publishing house 
and not by a major firm. O’Meara’s book is neither a propaganda tract nor a 
mere regurgitation of books and writers but a careful and in many respects 
exhaustive examination of the major theoretical themes that characterize New 
Right philosophy and social and political theory. It is similar to but broader in 
scope than Tomislav Sunic’s book of 1990, Against Democracy and Equality, to 
which O’Meara acknowledges a debt. For Americans, who even on the hard 
right display little familiarity with the French New Rightists, O’Meara’s book 
is the place to begin to find out what and who the New Right is, what the writers 
associated with it think, and why they think it. But those who begin New 
Culture, New Right without adequate preparation may find parts of it 
forbidding and many of the ideas they encounter in it strange or even 
distasteful. 

Readers should at once put out of their minds any connection with or 
similarity to the American “New Right” of the 1970s and 1980s, a collection 
of direct mail scam artists, religious nuts, and Beltway “populists” with six- 
digit salaries who were mostly semi-literate and proud of it. Nor is the 
French New Right, a school (or more accurately an “orientation”) that 
began to emerge around the same time in the late 1960s and early 1970s, 
associated with the nationalist movement of Jean-Marie Le Pen in the Front 
National. Indeed, the New Right as O’Meara uses the term is aloof from 
practical politics. Influenced by the Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci and 
his concept of “cultural hegemony,” it concentrates almost entirely on 
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cultural and philosophical rather than formal political conflicts, an 
approach for which it has adapted the term “metapolitics.” (In this respect it 
most closely resembles the “paleo-conservatives” around the Rockford 
Institute and Chronicles, or perhaps the Occidental Quarterly itself, although, as 
will become clear, there are many major differences.) “To wage its own anti- 
liberal version of Gramsci’s war of position,” O’Meara writes, the New Right’s 
“metapolitical strategy” 

sets its sights on three long-range objectives. Through its publications, 

conferences, and various public engagements, it endeavors to engage the ideas 

“that inspire and organize our age” (Madame de Staél), recuperating from them 

what it can for its own project. Secondly, it seeks to undermine the liberal order 

by discrediting its underlying tenets and affirming those traditional European 

ideas supportive of the identities and communities it champions. Finally it 

aspires to cultural hegemony, if not within civil society as a whole, at least 
within the elite. From the beginning, then, its “Gramscianism of the Right” 
privileged culture, which was taken as the “infrastructural” basis of both civil 

society and the state. (p. 46) 

The French New Right has centered largely around an organization 
founded in 1968 called the Groupement de Recherche et d'Etudes pour la 
Civilisation Européenne (GRECE, or “Group for Research and Study of 
European Civilization”), and its major exponent has been the journalist and 
author Alain de Benoist. Entirely unlike the American “New Right” (or for that 
matter the Old Right), the French New Right is anti-Christian, anti-American, 
and anti-capitalist. Why then is it a “right” at all? 

It is a right (a label Benoist and most of his colleagues have always 
hesitated to embrace) because it mounts a searching and virtually total 
critique and rejection of “modernity’—modern philosophy since 
Descartes, modern science and technology, modern materialistic values 
and culture, and the modern state and its tendencies toward global 
hegemony and technological regimentation—and it sees in Christianity the 
origins and underpinnings of modernity and in America and modern 
capitalism its most extreme representation. It affirms what O’Meara and 
the New Right itself describe as “traditional societies”’—that is, the 
hierarchical, traditionalist, particularist, familistic and _ patriarchalist, 
communitarian, and usually agrarian and pagan societies that modernity 
destroys. “Traditional culture” as O’Meara explains in a footnote (55), 
“refers not to those primitive, tribal formations studied by anthropologists, 
but to the pre-modern formations that characterized Europe up to the 17th 
century—that is, to the Greek, Roman, Celtic, Germanic, and Medieval 
forms of the European civilizational heritage.” As the name GRECE 
suggests, one of the archetypal societies of this kind that the New Right 
idealizes is that of the ancient Greek polis itself. “Reactionary,” a term 
usually employed to describe portly suburban dentists or literary 
monarchists who wear opera capes, does not quite fit la Nouvelle Droite. 
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But what is most significant about the New Right’s positions is less the 
positions themselves than its sophisticated and complex philosophical 
elaboration of them. It is O’Meara’s own intimate familiarity with this 
elaboration by a wide range of writers over a period of some thirty years (as well 
as with the ideas of earlier figures such as Friedrich Nietzsche and Martin 
Heidegger) and ina variety of disciplines ranging from philosophy to social and 
political theory to mythology, anthropology, and history that makes his book 
especially valuable and especially fascinating. 

At the core of the New Right’s critique of modernity is a rejection of the 
philosophical rationalism that drives the modern mind and of its principal 
source, the philosopher René Descartes. “In his quest for truth—that is, 
epistemological truth—,” writes O’Meara, 

Descartes concentrated on the length, depth, breadth, and velocity of physical 

objects, for these alone enabled him to quantify “the empirical unity of the world” 

and render nature into extensions whose measurements leant themselves to 

precise and predictable calculations.... His unprecedented success in reducing 

complex natural phenomena to simple mathematical explanations would, of 

course, do much to launch the career of modern science; but his success came at a 

steep price. Besides reducing reality to a simple expanse of matter, “understood” 

in abstract mathematical terms that did little to enhance man’s knowledge of his 

world and, in some cases, further estranged him from it, his quantifying 

reductionism had the effect of relegating the qualitative features of the European 
life—all those things associated with culture and heritage—to a secondary order 

of significance. (p. 58) 

Once Cartesian rationalism was incorporated into not only eighteenth 
century philosophy and science but also political and social thought—as it was 
through Locke (in an empiricist variation), Kant, and the philosophes of the 
continental Enlightenment—the result was to mandate in the name of 
“reason” and “progress” the “liberation” of human beings from traditional 
and “irrational” social bonds and relationships, thereby launching the war of 
modernity on tradition, buttressed by the ideologies of individualism and 
liberalism. 

Because liberalism’s quantitative optic focuses on the immediate and simplistic, 

with everything levelled down to choices between appetite and aversion, it lent 

itself to the myth of homo oeconomicus—or, more accurately, was the premise upon 
which the myth [of Economic Man] historically arose. The myth has since become 

the paradigm for liberalism’s quantitative model of individualization. (p. 63) 

In the New Right’s critique of modernity, individualism itself is closely 
linked to the other features of modern society: 

For once the social world becomes a collection of monadic individuals, inherent 

distinctions and supraindividual designations take on a secondary order of 

significance. What counts for liberalism is the basic zoological unit, which— 
ideally—is a self-contained rational being. The qualitative attributes of station, 
character, and breeding (not to mention race, culture, and history), whose 
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importance has prevailed in every previous civilization, are thereby ignored, for 

the individual—any individual—is looked on as an “instance of humanity,” 

worthy, in himself, of dignity. From this “naturalistic” notion of the individual, 

which denies everything in man that goes beyond his zoological nature, there 
emerges another of liberalism’s defining doctrines—that of egalitarianism and 

the contention that all individuals, irrespective of their inherited or acquired 

qualities, are bearers of equal rights and deserving of equal treatment. (p. 65) 

It must be acknowledged that much of the French Right’s critique of 
modernity is not entirely new or unique to it—much of the critique of 
rationalism and the Enlightenment has been anticipated by anti-modernist 
Christian thinkers (C.S. Lewis comes to mind on the popular level) and 
philosophical conservatives like Richard Weaver. The latter argued that there 
is a straight road from the philosophical nominalism of the thirteenth century 
William of Occam to the behaviorism, Marxism, and relativism of the twentieth 
century. But, like Weaver’s argument, much of the New Right critique seems 
overdone. It is quite true that the Enlightenment put together an ideological 
construct that commanded the aggressive abolition of traditional social 
institutions and authorities, but that is not the only such construct that 
rationalism and naturalism can build. The early New Right in the 1970s was 
much attracted to such emerging disciplines as sociobiology, genetics, and 
ethology that were just as much developments from rationalistic and 
naturalistic worldviews as the behaviorism and blank-slate environmentalism 
the new disciplines rejected. As O’Meara writes, the New Right’s 

initial challenge to liberal culture took place, for instance, in the realm of science 

and bore many characteristics, such as a positivist faith in scientific reason, that 

it later rejected. Science, however, was a “natural” starting point for its anti- 

liberal project. In the 18th century, the champions of liberal modernity had 

mobilized the New Science against their conservative foes and have since 
represented themselves as the political vanguard of the most advanced scientific 
ideas. Twentieth-century science, however, has proven to be far less amenable to 
liberal claims. The basic tenets of evolutionary psychology, behavioral genetics, 
molecular biology, sociobiology, and ethology, all, seem to contradict liberal 
notions of environmental primacy, natural “goodness,” the individualist nature 

of the social world, the irrelevance of race, or the plasticity and equality of human 

nature. Given liberalism’s vulnerability in this field, it was here that Grécistes 

staged their first critical assault on modernist values, targeting what the most 
recent scientific research revealed about the social, hierarchical, genetic, and 

hence anti-liberal foundations of human life. (pp. 26-27) 

The French New Right, in other words, was heading toward what I have 
elsewhere called “counter-modernism” rather than the anti-modernism in 
which it eventually became involved. Counter-modernism is itself a form of 
modernism and accepts many of its metaphysical premises (including its 
naturalism) while rejecting the conventional implications and constructs 
(especially social and political) that the Enlightenment and its heirs have 
devised. Examples of counter-modernist thinkers in Euro-American thought 
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would be Machiavelli, Thomas Hobbes, David Hume, the Federalist Papers, the 
Social Darwinists of the nineteenth century, the classical elite theorists Vilfredo 
Pareto and Gaetano Mosca, and James Burnham. Yet unfortunately, the New 
Right was deflected from developing its counter-modernist tendencies, for 
reasons that are not entirely clear from O’Meara’s account. Quite frankly, it is 
impossible not to suspect simple expediency and safety, as the European 
Thought Police (both figuratively in the dominant culture and literally in the 
actual criminalization of the right through “race relations” laws) in the 1980s 
began cracking down on what were demonized as “racism” and “hate 
speech.” The New Right may have found it safer to abandon counter- 
modernism and science entirely than to pursue and elaborate the logical social 
implications of the new science of man. 

In any case, the New Right certainly did not take its rejection of 
modernism from the Christian or conservative right but from the movement 
known as “post-modernism,” associated with Michel Foucault, Jacques 
Derrida, et al., a movement usually involved not with the right of any sort 
but with the extreme left. The logical implications of post-modernism are 
radically relativistic and skeptical, even nihilistic, and affirm little of 
anything. As O’Meara writes: 

Against the rational, objective, and universal claims of the modern narrative [i.e., 

the modernist worldview], as it applies the timeless truths of mathematical 

reason to man’s contingent world, they [the post-modernists] argue that the 

narrating subject is never autonomous, never situated at an Archimedean point 
beyond space and time, never able to perceive the world with detachment and 
certainty. Rather, representations of all kinds are entwined in sociolinguistic 
webs of signification that know no all-embracing truth, only their own truths, 
which are indistinguishable from the will to power.... All forms of human action, 
even (or especially) the most lofty, inevitably shatter before an elusive, 
polymorphous reality, represented by a now self-conscious throng of 
incompatible discursive traditions. This leads postmodernists to a “radical 
pluralism” that “deconstructs” modernist notions of truth, value, and justice in 

the interests of a wider field of localized representations and practices. (pp. 22-23) 

Post-modernists usually apply their “deconstruction” to white, Christian, 
patriarchal, heterosexual Western society, arguing that its claims to truth, 
justice, rationality, normality, and even scientific and philosophical certainty 
are mere myths concocted and deployed for the purposes of buttressing the 
power of those who benefit from them. This position is in some respects close 
to those of such thinkers as Pareto and Nietzsche, at least in implication, and 
one that the New Right has embraced—up to a point. 

The point at which the New Right breaks with conventional post- 
modernism is in the latter’s endorsement, as a practical matter, of the 
“individualistic tendencies of liberal politics. In many respects they [the post- 
modernists] are, in fact, simply more philosophically sophisticated liberals, 
although ones whose principal reference is no longer the ethnically 
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homogeneous nation-state, but rather the rainbow world of the global market.” 
Given the zealous antagonism of post-modernists to any and all European 
identities and their passion to dissolve them, as O’Meara writes, 

B and D groups, racial minorities, trance freaks, lesbian bikers, squatters, 

immigrants, and grunge rockers all register in their count, while Basque 

nationalists, Swiss Communards, and Lombard regionalists, whose communi- 

ties are ancient and intergenerational, are generally suspected of being “closed” 

or repressive variants of the Great Narrative. (p. 23) 

In fact, it is never clear in O’Meara’s account why anyone who embraces 
post-modernism, whether on the left or the right, would retain any logical 
grounds for affirming any social fabric or philosophical commitment 
whatsoever. Despite O’Meara’s somewhat tortured account of how the New 
Right tries to eat the post-modernist cake while at the same time salvaging 
traditional identities that post-modernism rejects, the New Right’s position 
appears inherently arbitrary and contradictory. “Based on a recuperation of 
postmodernism’s anti-liberal core,” O’Meara writes, 

identitarians claim the only viable narratives for Europeans—and hence the only 

viable communities and identities—are those posited by the cultural, historical, 

and racial legacies native to their heritage. Unlike the New Left, then, whose 

rebellion in 1968 ostensively targeted the America-centric order founded in 1945, 

the New Right fights this order not in the name of a postmodernism that extends 

and radicalizes its underlying tenets, but for the sake of freeing Europeans from 

its deforming effects. (p. 26) 

Nevertheless, the latent nihilism of post-modernism appears to render any 
such “identitarian” commitments on the part of Eurocentric New Rightists 
logically and ethically impossible. The preference of one side for “lesbian 
bikers” and of the other for “Lombard regionalists” or the ancient Greek city- 
state seems to be merely that—an arbitrary preference, rooted in no logical or 
ethical soil, though perhaps grounded in material interests, psychological 
peculiarities, social habits, or the will to power. 

While the New Right, like the post-modernists, rejects capitalism, it does so 
from a rejection of the Economic Man ideology that derives from modernism 
and not from the post-modernist and far left distaste for whatever is Western. 
“Unlike the anti-capitalists of the far Left,” O’Meara writes, 

New Rightists do not oppose free enterprise per se, only a dog-eat-dog capitalism 

“anaccountable to anything other than the bottom line.” As Benoist writes, “I 

would like to see a society with a market, but not a market society.” Against both 

the liberal creed of laissez-faire and the left’s statist concept, New Rightists favor 

an organic economic system in which market activity is geared to the general 

welfare. For this reason they advocate a “recontextualization” of the economy 

within “life, society, politics, and ethics” in order to make it a means rather than 

simply an ends. (p. 68) 

Incontrast to both the classical liberal and modern libertarian (and Marxist) view of 

an autonomous Economic Man divorced from social and cultural reality, driven 

solely by rationalistic and individualistic profit motives, and indifferent to race, 
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culture, nation, and tradition, the New Right seeks to construct an economic vision 

that sees human beings as social creatures with both motivations and obligations 

derived from their social and historical context. 

In rejecting both the principle and the intent of liberal individualism, New 

Rightists assume that the individual is never sufficient unto himself, but an 

expression of larger affiliations, of which he is not the constituent element, only 

the function. The whole, as Aristotle, says in reference to the human community, 

is necessarily anterior to its parts. Failing to recognize the individual as a bearer 

of such larger attachments, liberal individualism is wont to rebuff those 

traditional or substantive values associated with family, ethnos, nation, and 

hence those identities constituent of social cohesion and the capacity to make 

history. (p. 63) 

Moreover, the New Right views modern capitalism as the logical descendant of 

the early modern bourgeoisie’s adoption of Cartesian rationalism as an 

ideological buttress of their economic aspirations. “Rationalism’s triumph, then, 

implied not merely a victory of quantity over quality in the realm of science, but of 

reason and money over culture and tradition.” (p. 60) 

The current incarnation of Cartesian Economic Man is the hegemony of 
what Catholic counter-revolutionary Thomas Molnar has called the 
“monoclass” of “déclassé administrators...charged with implementing the 
liberal managerial principles of the American conquerors” that has “assumed. 
control of the government, the media, and the major corporate structures.” 
This class is in fact simply James Burnham’s “managerial elite” behaving 
according to its group interests and the dynamic of its rationalism. Whatever 
the label, “New Class,” “monoclass,” “technocracy,” or “managerial elite,” the 
system over which the modern ruling class presides is one of mass 
consumption, a managed and manipulated mass culture of instant 
gratification and sensory thrill, a “global democracy” waging virtually 
genocidal war against whatever remnants of traditional cultures and 
ethnostates it can locate and pulverizing any manifestations of traditional 
racial, sexual, religious, or class identity, and a massive and anonymous 
bureaucratized state coupled with a twin economic structure that engineers 
and manages the global order in the interests of its elites. 

The New Right’s critique of modern capitalism, as eccentric as it may seem 
to most on the post—New Deal American right, is in fact entirely consistent 
with both historic European (and some American) rightist traditions and with 
the New Right’s general critique of modernism and of modern social and 
cultural tendencies in sex, race, and nation. The New Right rejects 
contemporary feminism and endorses social differentiations of sex and sex 
roles. 

[W]hile subjecting feminism to their anti-liberal critique, New Rightists by no 

means hypostatize existing sexual roles. They fully accept that these may change 

over time and differ from culture to culture. They do, however, argue that sex- 
specific roles complementing the innate biological differences between male and 
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female are inherently healthy. In fact, such designated differences have always 

existed, because they express differences found in nature. As Benoist puts it, 

sexual roles are “a feature of culture grafted onto a feature of nature.” That men 

are aggressive, competitive, inclined to abstraction, and enterprising and that 

women are nurturing, seducing, patient, and receptive is not, he insists, the result 

of a repressive patriarchal imposition or a misguided process of socialization, but 

of anevolutionary process that balances and compliments the difference between 

each sex, for without the feminine, a masculine society would be one-sided and 

dysfunctional, just as the opposite would be true. (p. 73) 

The New Right’s positions on sex and male-female relations as O’Meara 
describes them are rather more sophisticated than the sort of simple-minded 
1950s prudery masked as Old Testament moralism that we get from the 
American evangelicals and their sermons about “family values.” As O’Meara 
remarks, “Conservatives...often react to feminism’s contractual and _ anti- 
naturalist view of the family by extolling what they assume are traditional 
familial roles (but which are actually those of the nineteenth-century 
bourgeoisie), unconscious that several models, with different sexual roles, 
appear in the historical record.” The New Right therefore can less easily be 
accused of “perpetuating the subjugation of women” than more conventional 
Christian and conservative critics of feminism. 

Much the same is true of their views of race. O’Meara unfortunately does 
not dwell on this aspect of New Right thought, though he does make plain that 
New Right racial thought has moved from an early endorsement of modern 
biologistic accounts of race to one that today has sought to synthesize racial 
biological realities with anthropological theories of culture. The principal 
exponent of this new trend was the late anthropologist Arnold Gehlen. 

Gehlen, O’Meara writes, “singles out man’s culture-making capacity as his 
defining characteristic” but does not deny the existence of some, though very 
limited, biologically given instinctual drives. Culture builds on these drives so 
that it becomes a “second nature” in addition to what Gehlen argued was a thin 
biologically endowed nature. 

Virtually every conscious realm of human activity, Gehlen holds, comes to be 

affected by culture. In his anthropology, it is virtually inseparable from man. For 

without it, and the role it plays in negotiating his encounters with the world, man 
would be only an undifferentiated and still unrealized facet of nature—unable, in 
fact, to survive in nature. Contrary to a long tradition of rationalist thought (the 
anthropological structuralism of Claude Lévi-Strauss being the foremost recent 
example), there are no “natural men.” Free of culture, man would be a cretin, 
unable even to speak. Given the inescapable character of his culture, Gehlen 
argues that man is best described as a biocultural being: for although culture and 

nature are two distinct things, in him they form an indivisible unity. (p. 47) 

Gehlen’s view of the necessity of human cultural endowments and his 
rejection of the concept of a pre-social “natural man” outside society and 
culture resemble the Aristotelian view of human nature as inherently sociable, 
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man as the “creature of the polis” or political society (a concept that lies at the 
root of philosophical conservatism), rather than the “state of nature” fictions 
of such thinkers as Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau. Like Aristotelian 
anthropology, Gehlen’s view rejects the individualism that underlies classical 
liberalism as well as the social determinism pushed by Franz Boas and his 
school. O’Meara remarks in a footnote to the passage quoted above, “It is this 
emphasis on the culture-nature link that distinguishes Gehlen’s anthropology 
from the ‘cultural determinism’ of the [sic] Boas’ school, which ignores man’s 
animal nature, posits an idealist concept of culture, and relies on a good deal 
of fraudulent research.” (p. 54, n.28) Yet, if Gehlen differs from Boas and the 
environmentalist and egalitarian theories he and his followers have inflicted on 
this country and the world for the last century or so, he may also save 
contemporary biological racialists from a simple-minded genetic determinism 
that almost entirely ignores culture as a formative force. 

Gehlen’s emphasis on culture does not lead him to racial egalitarianism or 
universalism. Indeed, on the contrary, it implies a highly particularistic, almost 
tribalistic, view of cultural differences and cultural mixture. 

Since different families of men, in different times and environments, respond 

differently to the limitless choices poised by their world, their cultures grow in 

different ways.... As an organic unity with forms congruent with its distinct 
vitality, a culture, then, is understandable only in its own terms. For its essence 

lies neither in rationalist nor objectivist criteria, but in the conditioned behaviors 

and beliefs constituting the interrelated patterns and categories specific toit. Asa 

consequence, there is no specific Culture, only different cultures, specific to the 

different peoples who engender them.... There can, it follows, never be a world 
culture, a single primary consciousness, a single mode or distillation of life 
common to all men. For the heritage of choices that goes into making a culture and 
giving it its defining forms is distinct in each organic formation in those cycles of 

growth and vitality distinct to it. (pp. 47-48) 

Gehlen’s ideas have been used to mount arguments against 
immigration, multiculturalism, and the fantasies of “one world” and 
globalism, and legitimately so, but since Gehlen died in 1976 he was never 
aware of the major findings of the 1980s in twin studies and psychometrics 
that show clearly the existence of major genetically grounded differences 
in personality and intelligence between individuals as well as races. The 
biology of race and personality does not perhaps refute Gehlen’s 
“biocultural” approach, but it does suggest that regardless of his 
concessions to biological factors in the shaping of culture, he nevertheless 
continued to underestimate its importance. 

In any case, the New Right itself in recent years has moved away not only 
from its early attraction to a biological view of human nature and society but 
also from its opposition to multiculturalism, if not to immigration as well. The 
earlier position, as O’Meara explains, offered a firm rejection of 
multiculturalism: 
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Incontrast to liberalism’s homogenized world of fractured cultures and peoples, 
New Rightists advocate a heterogenous world of homogenous peoples, each 
rooted in their own culture and soil. Every people, they claim, has a droit a la 
difference: that is, the right to pursue their destiny in accord with the organic 
dictates of their own identity. They see, moreover, no convincing reason why 
Europeans should feel obliged to abandon their millennial heritage for the sake of 
a dubious cosmopolitan fashion. (p. 77) 


But the new position has changed course radically. 


Recently, however, GRECE’s opposition to multiculturalism has undergone a 
significant shift. Until 1998, it consistently opposed multiculturalist efforts to 
recognize immigrant communities as separate legal entities, for it claimed these 
efforts threatened the integrity of French identity. Then, rather unexpectedly, it 
reversed course, adopting a “communitarian” position favoring the public 
recognition of non-French communities—so that immigrants could be able to 
“keep alive the structures of their collective cultural existence.” To some, this shift 
constitutes nothing less than an identitarian betrayal, for others a recognition 
that Europe’s enemy is not the immigrant per se, but the system responsible for 
immigration. (p.77) 

The shift was not without controversy, with New Rightists like Guillaume 

Faye and others rejecting it. As O’Meara comments: 


When Grécistes first sloganized the droit a la différence, they sought to rebuff 
liberal efforts to stigmatize European identitarianism as a form of racism. At a 
certain point, however, its defense of cultural/ethnic difference took ona life of its 
own.... This eventually led toa qualified form of multiculturalism, as the GRECE 
reversed much of its earlier argumentation and joined the liberal chorus 
demanding the institutional recognition of the immigrants’ cultural identity. The 
problem with its metapolitics, however, did not end here, for its defense of 

European identity has consistently been waged on the Left’s cosmopolitan 

terrain—in that it fought not for the primacy of their own people, but for the 

application of pluralistic standards to support Europeans in the defense of their 
heritage... Le droit a la différence ended up, then, parroting the ideology of liberal 
pluralist society and its relativist values. Needless to add, this augurs badly for 

the future of the GRECE’s identitarianism, for it now tacitly acknowledges the 

right of non-Europeans to occupy and partition European lands. (pp. 77-78) 

Interestingly the same trend and its implications appear on the American 
hard right, as advocates of territorial secessionism and proponents of “Euro- 
American” identity present themselves not as the rightful heirs of the European 
civilization in North America but merely as one more chip in the 
multiculturalist mosaic demanding (or in the case of the right, begging for) 
recognition. One would have thought that French intellectuals intimate with 
Gramsci and Nietzsche would have avoided this trap. 

The withering of the New Right’s opposition to multiculturalism is one of 
the major flaws of the movement from the perspective of the American right. 
Two other problems that most Americans will find troublesome are the French 
Rightists’ anti-Christianism and their anti-Americanism. Actually, both 
positions have a good deal to be said for them, but both are also problematical. 
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The New Right’s distaste for Christianity owes little to the conventional 
rationalist and secularist critique associated with figures like Bertrand Russell and 
T.H. Huxley and far more to the ancient pagan criticisms of Christianity before its 
acquisition of power under Constantine. The New Right argues that Christianity, 
and more generally monotheism itself in the forms of Judaism and Islam, have been 
destructive forces that have spawned intolerance, dogmatism, and a narrow- 
minded dualism in the European mentality and have authorized massive 
persecutions, exterminations, and cultural genocide of its victims. Christianity did 
not emerge from the European folk tradition and identity but was adopted as a 
theological construct shaped by its Semitic origins and its underclass adherents 
and was then imposed by the state and the church, often through repression of its 
rivals and critics. Only through a long process of “Germanization” (O’Meara here 
cites James Russell’s The Germanization of Early Medieval Christianity) or 
“Aryanization” did early Christianity become at all compatible with European 
identity. New Rightists share Nietzsche’s critique that Christianity represented a 
slave revolt against the aristocratic paganism of ancient Europe and under the 
sway of its otherworldly and universalist beliefs rejected “national and cultural 
particularisms” and promoted the destruction and amalgamization of distinct 
peoples. They argue that by substituting its “logos” for the ancient pagan view of 
nature as suffused with many divinities and supernatural beings Christianity 
“desacralized” nature and prepared the way for the advent of modern rationalism 
and the secularized depredations of modern capitalism and mass democracy. 

For nearly fifteen centuries Christianity dominated the continent. In 

disenchanting the world, associating faith with reason, and fostering individual 

subjectivity, Benoist claims it prepared the present “eclipse of the sacred.” As a 

result, Europeans now lack the spiritual references—the transcendent 

certainties—that once inspired them, for a post-Christian world, in which science 

or liberal ideology has been substituted for the church’s discredited teachings, is 

a world that knows only life’s material properties and the existential 

groundlessness that dooms the individual to impotence. Spiritually adrift, 

Europeans seem to have dissipated even their instinct for survival, as 

ethnomasochism becomes foremost in their hierarchy of values and effeminacy 

renders them defenseless before larger dangers. Faced with the nihilism born of 

this void, New Rightists call for “a return to ourselves”—and to the primal 

sources of their heritage—advocated not for the sake of some pre-Christian 

Golden Age, but as a means of reviving the European project—and hence 

Europe’s will to power. (p. 98) 

It has to be said that there is a good deal of truth in much of the New Right’s 
attack on Christianity, especially as Christianity appears today, whether on the 
political left or the political right, with its support for an egalitarianism and 
universalism that reject race and nation in general and the historic European 
(especially pre-Christian) identity in particular. Nevertheless, the New Right’s 
critique is also somewhat overdrawn, as O’Meara notes in his last chapter, 
which offers a critique of the New Right itself. Christianity, whatever its origins 
in the Near East and the deracinated proletariat of the late Roman Empire, was in 
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fact “Germanized,” as Russell argues, assimilated itself to much of the heritage of 
Europe, and played a major role in creating the European civilization we have 
known since the early Middle Ages, including its art, music, philosophy, and even 
science. It is simply vacuous to claim that the actual Christianity of history displays 
the character Benoist describes. In any case, Christianity has been the religious 
identity of European man for some two thousand years, and to argue, as the New 
Right does, for the resuscitation of paganism as the “real” tradition of Europe is 
simply a posture, even if it is not intended literally. 

In appealing to the pagan heritage, New Rightists do not actually seek a restoration 

of ancient pagan practices, just as they distance themselves from New Age pagans, 

whose eclectic mix of ancient cults and postmodern hedonism are no less anti- 

identitarian than the Christian/modernist practices they oppose. Instead, their 
paganism strives to resuscitate Europe’s ancestral concept of the cosmos, its 
classical ethical principles, its notion of time and history, and its affirmation of 
community. It thus affirms the integrity of the European project and “all the 

inscrutable creative powers manifested in their nature,” rejecting, in the process, a 

misanthropic religious conception that leaves man begging forgiveness froma god 

forged in the image of a Near Eastern despot. Above all, the New Right’s paganism 
aims at transvaluing the Judeo-Christian values that have inverted all that is strong 

and noble in their heritage. (p. 99) 

Christianity today is virtually extinct, at least in Europe among real 
Europeans, and it is not that much more alive in America, which is why 
American churches are so zealous in their support for a mass immigration that 
replenishes the stock of an institution whites have abandoned. But apart from 
the pop paganism of the New Age cults, there is no real sign of a revival of a 
serious paganism of the kind the New Right talks about at either the popular 
or higher levels of culture. Whatever the merits of its critique of Christianity, the 
New Right’s neo-paganism seems to have born little fruit. 

New Right paganism looks to the studies of Indo-European mythology and 
social structure of the late Georges Dumézil and invokes “mythos” as a pagan 
counterpart to the Christian “logos.” The latter, as O’Meara acknowledges, may 

be a more logically, analytically, and clearly developed form of thought, but 

cognitively it is not superior to mythos and often less suggestive and 
encompassing. More important still, logos—especially in its modern form— 
empties the world of those mythic truths that once constituted the essence of the 

European project. Against this “disenchantment,” which leaves the European 

powerless before the great challenges threatening him, a revival of Europe’s 

mythic heritage holds out the prospect that the true sources of his being might be 

recovered and the European project reborn. (p. 102) 

Just as problematic as its hostility to Christianity, at least for many on the 
American right, is the French New Right’s outright hatred of America itself. 
While the New Right is surely correct that both contemporary “mainstream” 
(and even “conservative”) Christianity and the hegemonic forces of 
contemporary America are the enemies of European Man, it insists on pushing 
its critique of them far beyond contemporary manifestations. 


Fall 2004 / Francis 79 


In the case of America, its critique is not confined simply to the modern 
post-World War II managerial regime in which state, corporation, and 
mass culture coalesce to dominate and deracinate the world as well as 
traditional American culture, but extends to America as it originated and 
developed. In the New Right’s view, the current American regime is merely 
the logical and natural extension of America as it was founded and is the 
most complete expression of modernity itself. 

The New Right's critique of America is in fact a mirror image of what the 
left thinks about it or would like America to be—the “proposition country,” 
“creedal nation,” or “first universal nation” of liberal and neo-conservative 
folklore. Pointing to the millennialist and utopian language of the early 
Puritans in New England, the egalitarian and universalist slogans of the 
Declaration of Independence, and the anti-European fulminations of Mark 
Twain and other progressivists in American history and culture, the New 
Right claims that this and the political and economic system reflecting it are all 
that exists in America. As such, it regards this country as the main enemy of 
European Man and his tradition and identity (as well as of the Third World 
peoples whose cause the New Right increasingly seems to champion). 

As an anti-Europe, the United States represents the preeminent exemplar of 
liberal modernity. Nowhere else, the Grécistes argue, were the Enlightenment 
principles—of equality, rationality, universalism, individuality, economism, and 
developmentalism—more thoroughly realized than in this new land “liberated 
from the dead hand of the European past.” The country’s constitutional Framers, 
it follows, were steeped in 18th-century liberalism—which “blended with the 
earlier ecclesiastical culture of New England” (Carl Bridenbaugh) and later with 
the Emersonian ideals of individualism. This led them to adopt a political system 
whose ideological underpinnings rested on rationalist abstractions exalting the 
individual rather than the history and traditions of its people. The federal state was 
thus conceived not as an instrument of its people’s destiny—nationality in the 
European sense did not exist in America—but as a cosmopolis, potentially open to 
all humanity. 

Contrary to the contention of certain paleo-conservatives, as well as the 

arguments of those historians associated with the school of “civic republican- 

ism,” this propositional notion of the American state was not the invention of 
latter-day Jacobins, of whom William J. Clinton and George W. Bush are the 

descendants, but inherent to the country’s original constitutional project. (p. 145) 

The hostility of the New Right to America and its global hegemony leads it 
to sympathize with the Soviet Union, as O’Meara notes. “Given the nature of 
the existing geopolitical realities, the GRECE has long sympathized with 
Russia, even during the Cold War.” The sympathy was not due to any 
affiliation with Marxism but to the New Right’s belief that Marxism-Leninism 
penetrated into and deformed Russian society far less than liberal modernism 
permeates American and contemporary European society, that the Russians 
are an Indo-European people and thus share a racial and deep-cultural identity 
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with Europe, and that their imperial identity is derived from what Rightists like 
to call “tellurocratic” (based on land power, like Sparta, Rome, and Germany) 
rather than “thalassocratic” (sea-based power, like that of Athens, Carthage, 
Britain, and America). Moreover, if Russia recovers economically, it would be 
capable of mounting political and military resistance to the global hegemony of 
American liberal modernism. 


If European capital and know-how continue to penetrate eastward, contributing 

to Russia’s recovery, the ex-Soviet Union holds out the prospect of becoming a 

vast continental power, with an abundance of natural resources (especially oil), 

an immense reservoir of human talent, and a will to power. A Eurasian 

rapprochement (which is already occurring in numerous areas of trade, research, 

and development) would thus portent [sic] an empire of unparalleled immensity 
and a possible “staging area of a new anti-bourgeois, anti-American 
revolution”.... It would not be at all “unnatural,” then, if European and Russian 
destinies should merge and an “Empire of the Sun” stretching across fourteen 

times zones, arise. (p. 193) 

The New Right’s anti-Americanism is not confined to a political critique but 
extends also to American culture or what the critics claim passes for culture in 
this country. O’Meara cites a recent special issue of the New Right periodical 
Terre et peuple that ridiculed America as the “Planet of the Clowns,” taking 
“particular delight in emphasizing the absurdity of homo americanus.” 

From that part of the population claiming to have been abducted by aliens, to 

creationist accounts of human origins, to a president claiming fellatio by a 

student aide ought not be considered a “sexual relation,” they have had a field 

day. (pp. 149-50) 

Any number of responses to this line of criticism may be offered, and O’Meara, 
though he appears to be sympathetic to much of it (recapitulating the thesis of 
Jewish liberal historian Louis Hartz that America is a society founded on Lockean 
liberalism and has neither conservative institutions nor conservative ideas), offers 
a response himself in his final chapter, in which he quotes paleo-conservative 
historian Paul Gottfried’s perfectly accurate comments that the New Right view 
of America is in large part simply a caricature of the reality. 

First, as for America being a pure product of the Enlightenment and the triumph of 

modernity, that is certainly true of the system that has prevailed in this country since 

the New Deal era and increasingly since the Civil War. But it is arguable (indeed, it 

is the paleo-conservative argument) that this dominant system is by no means the 

only or real American identity, an identity steeped in racial and tribal realities far 

more than most Europeans today are. (Pace the French Rightists, “the preeminent 
exemplar of liberal modernity” is not America but the French Revolution.) Some 

New Rightists seem to perceive this, however dimly, but their knowledge of the 

realities of American history appears to be thin. O’Meara in a footnote notes that 

much of American modernism was simply the result of the triumph of the Northern 
base in the Civil War. “By contrast, the American South, closer to the legacy of the 

English gentry than New England Puritanism, was far more European in 

character,” and “Ina characteristic expression of anti-liberal disdain for the North’s 


Fall 2004 / Francis 81 


‘anti-culture,’ Maurice Bardéche describes Sheridan’s terrorist assault on Atlanta 

and the subsequent crushing of Southern civilization as nothing less than a 

‘barbarian victory.” (p. 158) 

Bardéche is correct, of course, except that someone should explain to him 
that it was not Philip Sheridan but William T. Sherman who burned Atlanta 
(Sheridan did enough damage in the Shenandoah Valley)—facts that any 
American schoolchild would know. That Bardéche (and perhaps O’Meara, 
who fails to correct his error) does not know them suggests that much of the 
New Right sneering and snorting about America is really not much more than 
an affected European snobbery and resentment of a more successful and more 
powerful political order. 

Moreover, despite the rhetorical and ideological dominance of American 
political forms by Enlightenment rationalism, the reality of American national 
political and social life is rather different. Americans, both their leaders and 
average citizens, love to boast of their egalitarianism but almost all of them live 
in racially homogeneous neighborhoods, attend racially homogeneous 
churches, and place their children in racially homogeneous schools. I have no 
disposition to defend creationism any more than I would claims of alien 
abductions, but the New Right might try to grasp that the Americans who 
embrace creationism are rejecting the Darwinian naturalism that the New 
Right itself claims to oppose. 

What the New Right does not appear to understand is that despite the 
presence and increasingly the domination of the liberal modernism it despises 
in this country and the American rejection of specific European traditions, 
American society, like any human society, re-invents itself as a naturally 
hierarchical, cultic, racially conscious community. The great promise of 
American nationhood was neither that it might replicate and perpetuate the 
specific obsolete and irrelevant European manifestations of such natural 
human formations nor that it might escape from history and nature and 
recreate the egalitarian Eden or construct a utopian “city on a hill,” but that, 
having discarded many of the particular feudal, ecclesiastical, dynastic, and 
nationalistic distractions, deformities, and conflicts of old Europe, European 
Man could find in North America a more authentic destiny than the European 
baggage permitted. That hope remains possible of fulfillment even today, but 
it cannot be realized until the present managerial regime and its calculated 
annihilation of European Man domestically and abroad is dismantled. Only if 
the fundamental European character of the American nation is identified and 
championed can the regime be challenged at all either politically or culturally. 
The French New Right’s total and cartoonishly simplistic rejection of all 
American culture ab ovo renders any such effort impossible. 

Indeed, it is difficult to see how the French New Right could mount any kind 
of effective opposition to modernity, given that it rejects almost every aspect of 
European society. The Christian view of man and society that shaped the 
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classical conservatism that resisted the French Revolution and defended the 
eighteenth century dynastic states it rejects as bitterly as it does contemporary 
America. It also has come to affect a skepticism of the racial and sociobiological 
findings of recent science and of science as a whole. There appears to be no 
social or political group or force in modern European society with which it 
expresses any kinship or sympathy. It increasingly seems to ooze sympathy for 
the Third World invaders of Europe and the violently anti-Western states from 
which they come. And it regards the Soviet Union as preferable to the 
contemporary United States. 

Since the collapse of American conservatism under Ronald Reagan and 
afterwards, there has been a desperate need for the emergence of a new identity 
for the right, both in Europe and America, a right that is less concerned with 
defending the “wisdom of our ancestors,” “the free market,” the Constitution, and 
similar bromides and is more interested in conserving a specific human group, its 
biological foundations, and its cultural extensions—in the case of Euro-American 
conservatism, European Man as a race and the heir and creator of a civilization, 
whether on the European or North American continents. There is increasing 
evidence that such a right is slowly beginning to emerge in the United States in the 
reactions against immigration and the invasion of Iraq, among other issues. 

Much of what the French New Right has to offer in its philosophical critique 
of modernity and its defenses of the enduring legacies of ancient pre-Christian 
values and ideals is a valuable contribution to formulating the basis of such a 
right. The emerging American right (if it does or will exist) should pay more 
attention to what it has to say and would be well advised to emulate its 
intellectual depth and seriousness and to learn something from its 
“metapolitical” cultural war. Michael O’Meara’s book is by far the best and 
most comprehensive account of the thought of the French New Right now 
available in English, and there is far more in it than this review has been able 
to encompass (the influence of such thinkers as Martin Heidegger, Carl 
Schmitt, Julius Evola, René Guénon, Francis Parker Yockey, and others, for 
example), but as a whole the specifics of much of what the New Right is offering 
do not really speak to either the practical issues or the underlying philosophical 
and cultural problems that a real new right, in either the Europe or America of 
today and the future, requires. 


Samuel Francis is a nationally syndicated columnist, the Political 
Editor of Chronicles magazine, and Associate Editor of the 
Occidental Quarterly. 
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with an attempt at historical analysis. The manifesto is unexceptionable 

and welcome. The analysis is tedious, wrongheaded, confused, and—so 
far as it is accepted seriously—damaging to the notion of national identity 
Professor Huntington boldly espouses. 

Certainly it is encouraging to hear from a member of the Harvard 
faculty who is willing to state that the United States possesses a unique 
cultural and political identity that since 1965 has been undermined and 
threatened by mass immigration from countries whose own identity is not 
just dissimilar from the American one but positively inimical to it; that the 
mass migrations and pan-diasporas of the present time make the situation 
especially dire for the U.S., as well as for the West as a whole; and that 
immigration from Mexico in particular spells peril for America’s future, 
owing to the numbers of Mexicans arriving here and the proximity of their 
homeland, both of which factors tend to alleviate any need they might feel 
to put their native past behind them, assimilate themselves to American 
culture, and learn English as an alternative to demanding that the United 
States accommodate them by becoming a bi-lingual country—a prospect 
Huntington views with great alarm and foreboding. All this is candid and 
straightforward enough—meaning that it is also sufficiently controversial 
to have earned the author a good deal of criticism, ranging from the 
expectable charges of “racism” and “nativism” from Hispanic reviewers to 
expressions of pained concern by fellow Ivy League academics at Professor 
Huntington’s curious and seemingly inexplicable “wrongheadedness.” 


( amuel P. Huntington’s new book is really a political manifesto coupled 
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Most offensive to these people is Huntington’s postulating what he terms 
an “Anglo-Protestant core.” A careful reading of Who Are We?, however, 
suggests that these learned scholars and savvy journalists, whether situated 
within the inner or outer rings of that core, have somehow grown to adulthood 
and professional prominence without ever having read—or anyway taken to 
heart—the story of the Trojan horse. 

In fact, Huntington’s Anglo-Protestant core would be no more than an 
historically incontrovertible cliché had he not proceeded to append to it a highly 
controvertible historical fiction he calls the “American Creed,” which he claims is 
capable of making and holding together as one people a multiplicity of races and 
ethnicities—of endowing them with a national identity—so long as they assimilate 
to the Anglo-Protestant core culture and subscribe to the doctrines of the Creed, itself the 
product of the Anglo-Protestant core as it existed in the Founders’ time. The chief 
elements of the core culture as Huntington understands it are the English 
language, Christianity, and religious belief; English concepts regarding the rule of 
law, the responsibility rulers bear toward their people, and individual rights; and 
the value of individualism, the work ethic, and the duty to attempt to achieve 
heaven on earth, signified by “a city on a hill” (the last three being attributable to 
the values of “dissenting Protestantism”). These Anglo-Protestant bequests, 
Huntington argues, have been profitably accepted by Americans of all races, 
ethnicities, and religions for three and a half centuries. It is to that acceptance that 
they owe their freedom, and the power, unity, and prosperity of their country; if, 
a half-century from now, they continue to enjoy these things, it will be because they 
have continued to accept them. 

Professor Huntington hastens to add that he is making “an argument for 
the importance of Anglo-Protestant culture, not for the importance of the 
Anglo-Protestant people.” It would be interesting to know how Huntington 
envisions a people separated from their culture—or rather, a culture separated 
from its people —as well as how he proposes to ensure the survival of a culture 
in the absence of the people that created it. The prejudice Muslims have against 
wine, bare female bodies, and the Christian religion is rather well known. Can 
anyone imagine a French culture worthy of the name in the custodianship of 
Moroccans and Algerians: without vineyards, cabernet, and brie, Follies and 
peepshows, Mont-Saint-Michel and Chartres? 

This ahistoricism, while it represents an obvious weakness in the author’s 
thesis, is actually one of its mainstays. One ahistoricism deserves—in fact, it 
depends upon—another. Because, while it is obviously absurd to postulate a 
teetotalized France, it is not unrealistic to envisage la France operating under a 
political system different from the present one: Of course, the country has been 
governed by a great many of them. If, however, you can persuasively shrink the 
concept of culture to that of political culture—another completely ahistorical 
intellectual exercise—the speculative notion of a culture perpetuated by a people 
other than the one that developed it becomes somewhat more plausible. You can 
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get round anything in history, human psychology, and common sense by 
ideologizing it. And ideologizing American history (by wholly politicizing 
American culture) is precisely what Professor Huntington has done in proposing 
what he calls the American Creed (specifically labeled here an “ideology”) from 
which, he insists, the American people derive their identity—their whole identity, 
it seems! (We’ve been here before, of course, with Professors Harry Jaffa and Leo 
Strauss acting as guides.) 

No matter that the result is of the kind that Joseph de Maistre ridiculed as 
“a school composition.” It is what schoolmasters and pedants do for fame and 
reputation, after all. 

According to Huntington, the American Creed was “initially formulated by 
Thomas Jefferson and elaborated by many others....” He has in mind the 
Declaration of Independence, a highly rhetorical document having no standing in 
American governance or jurisprudence and written as a piece of high-flown 
propaganda, intended to justify the colonies’ separation from Great Britain to the 
opinion of mankind, and a prime example of what James Burnham called “politics 
as wish.” Huntington identifies as principles of the Creed liberty, equality, 
individualism, representative government, and private property. The Creed was 
developed, he explains, from the legacy of British legal and political traditions and 
European cultural ones. In developing a case for their withdrawal from the British 
Empire, the American “revolutionists” pleaded that Britain had deviated in its 
rulership of the colonies from English concepts of government and law. So why 
not the British Creed, rather than an American one? The British people, as praised 
by Burke, certainly enjoyed in their own right liberty, individualism, representative 
government, private property—and basic equality too, class system or no class 
system. In what way, then, other than enjoying virtually unlimited geographical 
territory and the opportunity to develop it, was America special? 

The American Creed never was—and it is not now, except in the brainpans of 
a gang of wholly abstracted intellectuals. There is an American Myth: one that is 
not, however, an organic growth of the early Republic but a propagandistic 
creation of the increasingly ideologized nation that was formed in 1865, after the 
old Republic’s destruction. In the sense that America has a “creed” at all, the myth 
of mass-democratic, national, and finally imperial glory supplies it, while 
satisfying Professor Huntington’s sense of historical reality—despite his awareness 
that American nationalistic sentiment and a related form of patriotism came into 
existence after the War between the States. This new patriotism celebrated the New 
America while venerating the Old, as if it were a living, rather than a dying, 
tradition. It is here, really, that we see anything like a creed take form. Patriotism 
and the nation fused to create what Huntington calls “a national religious ritual,” 
which is to say a cult. In the late 1890s, the Grand Army of the Republic “was 
responsible for the propagation of nationalistic ritual on a mass scale,” according 
to one writer quoted approvingly by Samuel Huntington, who seems 
thoroughly to approve of this vulgar American nationalism which went on to 
style itself as the Savior of Democracy and, later, the Great Society. 
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But this proletarian nationalism did not come from the Anglo-Protestant 
core; it and its related phenomena were certainly not culturally specific (cf. the 
German, the French, and the Italian brands of nationalism). And didn’t the 
culture of what Huntington terms the “pre-Civil War Southerners”—what 
became, that is, Confederate culture—belong as much to the Anglo-Protestant 
core as that of the North? (It played, after all, an even larger role in the founding 
era than New England culture did.) 

Yet Samuel Huntington’s confusion extends even further than this. The 
Anglo-Protestant core culture he identifies is naturally and essentially 
progressive—meaning that, judged from its original standpoint, it is regressive. 
Huntington does not appear to comprehend how Anglo-Protestantism has 
reshaped itself over the course of centuries in form and substance, under the 
corrosive action of external forces and the subversive workings of internal ones. 
The American Protestant Myth, since 1865, has destroyed the original national 
reality and set in its place something of its own independent creation. In result, 
the modern-day fetishes (especially those associated with the American Creed) 
Huntington celebrates in this book are the same that produced the ones he 
deplores (multiculturalism, deconstructionism, and globalism). Thus Who Are 
We? presents quite literally the textbook America, as taught in the public school 
system since the late nineteenth century. Faithfully, it substitutes mass 
democratic hoopla for republican theory and practice, as well as for true 
history. There is simply so much else to American history and the American 
identity (regionalism, for instance) that this erudite Harvard professor misses 
completely. 

Nor is quoting ebulliently enthusiastic nineteenth-century visitors from 
Europe as useful to his purpose as he thinks, since even the best of these men 
often couldn’t see the complexity of America in those times. What struck them, 
naturally enough, was what about America and Americans was unlike Europe 
and Europeans. Tocqueville and others were mightily impressed by what they 
took for the religiosity of nineteenth-century Americans, by contrast with their 
cynical European counterparts. Huntington is equally admiring. Only, 
Protestantism even then was destroying itself from its fissionist essence; at the 
start of the twenty-first century, it has long since succeeded in finishing the job. 
Christianity in America today is no more than a shell. Observing this shell, 
Samuel Huntington perceives creedal unity. Others, more pessimistic, will see 
only spiritual and philosophical emptiness. 


Chilton Williamson, Jr. is Senior Editor for Books at Chronicles: A 
Magazine of American Culture. His latest book is The 
Conservative Bookshelf: Essential Works That Impact Today’s 
Conservative Thinkers (Citadel Press). 
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forthrightly confront the impact of racial revolution and decomposition 

that black racial solidarity and mass non-white immigration are 
imposing in contemporary America. The latter volume, a slim purple 
paperback, deals with the dubious cultural offerings of our invading neighbors, 
while the also slim and self-published One Sheaf, One Vine measures the slow 
burn that a wide range of Euroamericans have experienced living in a 
multiracial society, on the receiving end of the “metamorphosis,” as it were. In 
some of their responses can be found the seeds of hope. They certainly raise, 
and suggest, a number of important practical points and lessons. 

The “race” that these “racially conscious white Americans” in Professor 
Griffin’s book (the author is a professor of education at the University of 
Vermont) are talking about is chiefly the black race, in its latter-day incarnation 
as saintly victims who can do no wrong. Considering the heavy, massive 
prohibition of any criticism of blacks that virtually all American politicians and 
media enforce, it is a refreshing shock to hear what a lot of people are really 


B« One Sheaf, One Vine and Metamorphosis are popular books that 
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thinking behind closed doors. For every “extremist” willing to be quoted (by 
name or anonymously) in a book like Griffin’s, there are many more white 
Americans who privately agree but would never say so aloud. 

Seventeen individuals, including one couple, agreed to be interviewed 
about how they personally had come to racial consciousness in late twentieth 
to early twenty-first century America. Several common features crop up 
repeatedly in their statements: 

1. They had been brought up to be color-blind, to favor the underdog and 
sympathize with the disadvantaged, to judge people as individuals, and to 
believe in fairness as the highest good. 
2. The neighborhoods where they had grown up were no longer charming, clean, 
orderly, or safe, due to an influx of nonwhites, often blacks but sometimes 
Hispanics. “When a tree dies these days, no one plants a new one,” laments one 
man who grew up in southern New Jersey. 
3. They became aware that their quality of life as well as their economic prospects 
were beginning to suffer because of forced integration and the rapid decline of 
standards in a “multicultural” society. 
4. They began to notice that the ban on candor about “the black community” 
seemed to be part of a deliberate quest to disempower the white majority. “I think 
there are people out there,” says one woman, “that would like to see us be no 
percent of the world’s population [,]...one big globalized, mongrelized melting 
pot.” Another laughs, “It’s almost like you go to college to get stupid.” Each 
conceived an abhorrence for the den of inequity that the country has become 
through its efforts to accommodate minorities. 
5. They developed a well-founded fear of physical attack—but beyond that, they 
started wondering why all other groups except white folk were allowed and 
encouraged to live comfortably among their own kind, basking in their own 
cultural preferences. Variations on the phrase “Tjust don’t want to live like that” 
occur throughout One Sheaf. The core freedom is the freedom to practice your own 
way of life, your own folkways on an everyday basis. What else does freedom 
mean? 

Supporters of freedom of speech need to be looking very closely at exactly what their 
enemies can and cannot do and are already doing, both legally and technically, to close 
the last “loopholes” through which uncensored opinions are escaping. For instance, 
faced with state censorship in Europe, broadcasters turned to offshore “pirate” radio 
stations. If needed, would a pirate Internet be possible? 

Some voices stand out here, one being the “Gordons,” a home-schooling 
family with four children in semirural New Hampshire. They put to shame a 
lot of families who think that an “embargo of the mass media” is a pipedream. 
They are raising their children to understand that “Your honor means 
everything.” 

Unfortunately the Gordons are raising some of the only children mentioned 
in One Sheaf, One Vine (the title comes from Kipling: “Let the corn be all one 
sheaf— / And the grapes be all one vine, / Ere our children’s teeth are set on 
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edge / By bitter bread and wine”). Fifteen people are heard, in addition to the 
Gordons, with a total of twelve children, two of whom are adopted, among 
them. Some of them aren’t even married. If we view the fifteen as potential 
parental pairs (30 persons), plus the Gordons (2), we get a ratio of 12:32, for a 
fertility rate of .375. This rate is less than one-fifth of the replacement fertility 
rate (2.1)—and less than that if you leave out the adopted children. 

So we have a problem. I suggest that “racially conscious” single white 
males run, not walk, to find “Margie O’Connor,” who “lives with her 
grandmother in a small town near Winston-Salem, North Carolina,” as well as 
Nadine Taylor down in Texas, and Mary Rowland “in the foothills of the Sierra 
Nevada mountains in northern California.” Propose to these worthy, 
overlooked women, and let your genes do the talking for a change. 

What the good folk of One Sheaf, One Vine are complaining about is precisely 
the sort of stuff that George McDaniel documents in Metamorphosis, a book that 
offers much more than its small size and format would suggest. Billed as “a 
collection of vignettes and anecdotes documenting the transition of America’s 
popular culture...to a chaotic multicultural morass,” Metamorphosis is a 
powerfully written critique of the new cultures vying to replace Euroamerica. 
While focusing on the flood across our southern border, George McDaniel 
considers a few of the joys of Asianization and Islamification as well. His book 
is an eye-opening tour by story, quotation, and statistic of the new mafiana 
republic of America. 

Metamorphosis is organized rather like an anti-catalog of the wares that 
Mexican culture has to offer, or rather to crushingly impose—in fashion, art, 
music, dance, language, religion, holidays, food, public health, and general 
orientation (the cult of Death rather than Life). The book has little to say about 
the impact of this human tsunami on crime rates, the environment, or public 
education; it is concerned with the changing flavor of life in this country rather 
than with the colossal economic costs of our being forced to absorb the 
wretched refuse of Mexico’s teeming interior. 

Is there a single category in which Latino wares are superior to those 
already in Americans’ possession? There is not, but this is a phenomenon that 
does not depend upon a superior product for victory but upon flooding the 
market. 

The first chapters of Metamorphosis retell the stories of Pancho Villa’s 
incursion into New Mexico (1916) and the Los Angeles “Zoot Suit Riots” 
(1943), to situate Mexico’s ongoing ressentiment toward gringos in historical 
context. The endnotes allow those interested to delve further into these seminal 
events, while the text provides such pithy quotes as this from the great 
contrarian poet Octavio Paz: “The pachuco [Mexican punk] does not want to 
become a Mexican again. At the same time he does not want to blend into the 
life of North America. His rote being is sheer negative impulse, a tangle of 
contradictions, an enigma.” 
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In this late hour we are acutely aware of that “sheer negative impulse.” 
And the “enigma” has long been solved: The Latino (“Raza Cosmica’”) will to 
power is rising to take this country away from those who made it. Never mind 
that the takeover will destroy the much-idolized golden dream that 
Euroamericans brought to fruition. Any race save the weakened, poisoned 
European would rather live in squalor among its own kind than grudgingly 
accept the humiliating largesse of another, more capable race. Just because 
“rubias” (blondes) and “wheaten” (fair) complexions are hot items among 
people of color, we should not flatter ourselves that we will be “kept around” 
to provide aesthetic relief from the monotony of brown skin, black hair, and 
black eyes. 

Metamorphosis goes beyond the usual Instauration-style nativist plaint of 
feeling crankily discommoded to quote gems like the following from a New 
York art gallery catalog spewing effete euphemisms upon the plague of graffiti, 
or “tagging”: Graffiti “artists...bring energy to the enervating lines of canvas 
paintings...[They] look just as at home on the streets of Brooklyn as they do 
within the confining walls of the gallery” (emphases added). 

This fawning catalog accompanied an exhibition called “The Painted 
Word”—a dreary bouleversement of everything Tom Wolfe intended by his 
brilliant 1975 monograph of the same name on the follies of modern art. 
Although not in his grave, Tom can easily be imagined spinning in the foyer of 
his Park Avenue apartment, twisting slowly, slowly in the winds of Change for 
the Worse, the Bonfire of the Vanities licking luridly at his toes.... 

Another unwelcome but grimly necessitated window onto the Latino soul 
comes in Chapter 4, where Mr. McDaniel explains for us the “narcocorrido,” or 
music of Latino drug dealing. Bill Gates collects original Leonardos; Latino “men 
of respect” collect Glocks, Beamers, Hummers, and bling-bling. Narcocorridistas 
croon of the “drug smuggler or some insignificant person, who has no influence, 
but who simply wants to become known.” We know just how he feels. Achilles 
thirsted for fame three thousand years ago, in a world a fraction the size of ours. 
What will little people—and little peoples—not do to “become known” in the 
aggregating, agglomerating, globalizing, centralizing, dehumanizing, massifying 
world that is busy heaping itself around us? 

A cultural threat that even the most bovine Euroamerican perceives is 
the linguistic one. Having to wade through Spanish texts and options in 
everyday life is already an annoyance; the demand that all Americans 
become bilingual just because Mexico has decided to move here uninvited 
will become far more than a mere annoyance. If we can’t even have a 
common language, what on earth do we have in common? Language is the 
fundamental unifier in all times and all places, across religious, ethnic, and 
political lines. Besides, why not demand bilingualism in Ebonics? The 
blacks were here first. And what about Indian and Chinese dialects? At 
what point will these demand equal eartime? 
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The definition of “Spanglish” in Metamorphosis leaves something to be 
desired, however. It is described as “[combining] Spanish and English words, 
phrases, sentences [and] switching from English to Spanish randomly and 
unpredictably.” No doubt this does occur plenty, but only among Hispanics in 
Hispanic-only markets and venues. The real impact of Spanish on 
Euroamericans is, again, the pressure to accept a rival language as equal to 
English, despite the fact that this will divide and weaken the nation. 

The chapter on religion is much more complete. Here we read examples of 
the suspect brands of “Catholicism” and “Protestantism” being smuggled into 
the U.S. along with the Third World. Philip Jenkins has written a number of 
articles and books defending the “browning” of Christianity worldwide as just 
another colorful evolution of the faith, comparable to its adoption by Greeks 
and Romans. But one wonders. 

There are also fascinating sidelights, such as how New Age religions have 
been promoted here not just by hippies but by the growing physical presence 
of Eastern religious acolytes and their gurus, and how something called 
“crypto-Judaism” has been able to reconstitute Jewish communities 
throughout Central and South America after centuries of dormancy. 

But the most important discussion is about how Islam is “making surprising 
inroads among Hispanics”—indeed, one Chicana Muslim convert in L.A. 
boasts, “We are reclaiming our history after a 500-year hiatus.” Islam is 
emerging as the global “religion” of all peoples of color, as the “religious” 
justification and rallying point for war against the West, meaning the white 
race. It is not enough even for human hyenas simply to smell blood and begin 
closing in on the weakened prey; they must have a self-righteous ideology to 
idealize, to beautify their intentions. Since Allah wants all believers to smash 
and rule the infidel West, so much the better. Just ask Jose Padilla. 

Mexicans surge from below, and Indians and Chinese colonize from “above,” 
that is, by cornering high-tech jobs in region after region. The latter seem to be 
“going native” in reverse, forming self-sufficient commercial colonies which then 
open up a brisk trade in money, goods, and more Indians and Chinese with their 
countries of origin. Home is where the heart is, and theirs are definitely not here. 
This pincer-style elimination of the American people is a perfect example of why 
capitalism—the mindless demand for cheap labor on the one hand, and the 
mindless pandering to “buying power” on the other—needs to be protected from 
itself. 

To return to Achilles, we still think of ours as a Greco-Roman civilization 
despite the decline and fall of ancient Greece and Rome so long ago. How do 
civilizations that are spent, whose power has been utterly broken and whose 
people have been conquered and dispossessed, continue to dominate and 
fascinate—to survive? Yet, though the heights of Greek and Roman civilization 
and empire have long passed, they are still among us not only genetically but 
spiritually and intellectually—culturally. They live on as our ideals. 
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The message of Metamorphosis is that, barring an enormous exercise of 
political and cultural will, the invasion of America masked as “immigration” 
and the destruction of Americans and their property masked as “crime” will 
continue until there is no more territory left to cede. Then we will be fortunate 
indeed to be reserved the fate of our Greco-Roman ancestors. 

Metamorphosis is not an inspiring book. At one point the author intones, 
“Our people drowse. To sleep, perchance to die.” By the time one reads that 
“Neo-Aztecs believe that human sacrifices performed in the original Aztec 
tradition will restore the Aztec empire. Sustained through mass human 
sacrifice, Mexico will rule again” —the thought occurs, as it did to Scarlett 
O’Hara when Rhett curtly bid her farewell, “What shall I do?? Where shall I 
go??” Frankly, our multicultural companions in diversity don’t give a damn. 
Do we? 


Marian Kester Coombs is a freelance writer and frequent contributor to 
conservative publications. 
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We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their 
Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. 
—Thomas Jefferson, Declaration of Independence 


post-Western, multicultural America? It is a question one must 

consider carefully as never before. Certainly, the Founding era has 
been much revered throughout our history—as well it should be, for what few 
freedoms we still possess owe their existence largely to the Founders’ wisdom 
and courage. 

But it often seems that the world has changed since the founding of the 
American republic, and much of what once mattered greatly in the minds of 
the people, Federalist and republican alike, seems at times scarcely to matter at 
all in twenty-first century America. The very words of Thomas Jefferson’s 
Declaration of Independence, that “all men are created equal”—a poetic way 
of asserting that all subjects of the British Crown, even colonists in North 
America, should possess the right to equitable treatment under English law— 
have been twisted by liberals and their Frankfurt School manipulators to mean 
that self-evidently non-equal people, readily identifiable by their group 
membership, should be treated as in all respects equivalent. Or worse, to adapt 
George Orwell’s Animal Farm theme, certain groups should be considered 
“more equal” than others. 

Thus, when we encounter anew disquisitions on the Founders’ 
establishment of government forms for preserving personal liberties, we 
experience a distinctly ambivalent reaction—it all rings so true, but will it help 


LD: the words, deeds, and principles of our Founding Fathers matter in 
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extricate us from our present dilemma? A case in point is Dr. Clyde Wilson’s 
well-developed collection, From Union to Empire: Essays in the Jeffersonian 
Tradition. Readers who hold traditional conservative (i.e., Jeffersonian) views 
despite decades of mind-altering egalitarian, multicultural, and globalist 
propaganda will at once recognize in Wilson an accomplished expositor of 
principles that the older among us were taught as “self-evident” truths in 
school—the same truths that are today assiduously suppressed, or even 
mocked and excoriated. But is recapitulation of those truths useful? Let us see. 

Dr. Wilson is professor of history at the University of South Carolina and 
the author of a number of books, including Why the South Will Survive and The 
Essential Calhoun. Prof. Wilson has devoted a considerable portion of his 
professional career to the study of South Carolina Senator John C. Calhoun, of 
whose multivolume official papers, published by the University of South 
Carolina Press, he has been the editor. His focus on Calhoun is clearly related 
to his evident respect for Jefferson and the populist principles of government 
and society espoused by the Sage of Monticello. (A case can be made that 
Jefferson and Calhoun are the two greatest statesmen and political thinkers 
America ever produced. Both held the interests of the people higher than that 
of the moneyed class, and both were articulate in defending that position as 
well as prescient in predicting the adverse consequences of abandoning it.) 
Wilson is also a founding board member of the League of the South as well as 
director of its Institute for the Study of Southern Culture and History. 

Most traditionally conservative readers’ will find much to agree with in 
the essays that constitute From Union to Empire. Prof. Wilson’s thesis is that 
what began as a purely internal struggle between rival Federalist and 
republican factions within the American union, a conflict settled in favor of 
centralized power in 1865, was co-opted in the twentieth century by an 
ostensibly ideologically oriented coalition bent on global reach, i.e., empire. 
As usual, the Founders foresaw this possibility, though none warned 
against it except George Washington, in the admonitions against “foreign 
entanglements” in his Farewell Address. The Founders also anticipated the 
dangers of mass democracy, the deleterious effects of which the 
Constitution was intended to nullify. In “The Jeffersonian Conservative 
Tradition,” Wilson writes that, “Conservatives are aware that the 
Founding Fathers feared the undermining effects of the propertyless mob 
on the social order.” But the real danger came from men “whose basic 
principle (also the basic principle of twentieth century liberal politics) was 
to bribe part of the electorate by economic largess distributed by the 
government at the expense of another part of the electorate.” 

Illustrating an oft-ignored continuity between past and present, Prof. 
Wilson notes that, then as now, “The radicals were mostly alienated 
intellectuals who came, as do twentieth century Liberals, out of the self- 
appointed, privileged aristocracy of the Eastern Establishment, and who 
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regarded the common sense of Jacksonian Democrats of the South and 
West...as uncouth and contemptible obstacles to the grandiose plans of elite 
thinkers.” Wilson sees the party that embraced both big business and 
abolitionism as the early epicenter of this insidious political coalition. “The 
Radicals who formed one wing of the Republican Party are exact psychological 
and moral ancestors of today’s intolerant Liberals.” 

Prof. Wilson asserts that the roots of American disunion run deep. In 
“Why They Hate Jefferson,” he writes, “Friends, you must have either 
Jefferson or Hamilton. All the fundamental conflicts in our history were 
adumbrated during the first decade of the General Government in the 
contest symbolized by these two men.” Hamilton, he asserts, “lost in the 
short run but won in the long run. He would find much that is agreeable 
in the present American regime—a plutocratic kritarchy which we persist, 
by long habit of self-deception, in calling a democracy.” He adds, “[D]o- 
goodism was axiomatic for the New Englanders who made up the largest 
base of [Hamilton’s] support: people whose instinct is immediately to 
translate every moral prompting into governmental coercion.” 

The republican viewpoint won out in the early going with Jefferson’s 
election in 1800, and its adherents continued their ascendancy with 
Andrew Jackson’s two terms as president, 1828-1836. Yet this victory 
proved less than permanent, and it was finally reversed with the defeat of 
the Confederacy in the War for Southern Independence. While that war 
damaged the republic severely (as well as taking the lives of 620,000 young 
men), however, it did not set America on the road to empire. Despite the 
steady erosion of the Founders’ Constitution, national goals remained 
focused on affairs intrinsically American, e.g. Manifest Destiny. Until the 
twentieth century, the view shared by all political factions was that “by its 
very nature republicanism called for non-intervention, not proselytization.” 

In “Global Democracy and American Tradition,” Wilson traces the roots of 
destructive change to nineteenth and early twentieth century waves of German 
and Eastern and Southern European immigrants. This Old World influx 
remade the ethnic map of America, creating a climate receptive for imposition 
of a more authoritarian approach to government. 

Yet seeds were planted for a later day. An influx of German refugees with 

universalist ideas swelled the ranks of the new Republican party in the 1850’s. In 

New England, the reaction to the French Revolution had a course similar to that 

of Germany—an adoption and transformation of the revolutionary impulse into 

anative form. One could see in John Adams something of the Puritan idealism 

that many have found to be a historical source of the peculiar abstractness and 
self-righteousness which they have found in American foreign policy. But when 

Transcendentalism had been added to the secularized remnants of the ‘City upon 

a Hill’ ideology that had figured in the founding of Massachusetts, the ground 

was being cleared to erect a new temple of universalized aggressive 

Americanism.” 


96 Vol. 4, No. 3 The Occidental Quarterly 


Immigration played another role in fostering a climate of internationalism. 
“{T]he vast immigration of new peoples into the United States in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and imperialism reinforced each 
other by making America seem more international than ever before. The idea 
of the ‘melting pot,’ which appeared at this time, was the domestic face of the 
international mission.” 

In this new fragmented demographic mix, Woodrow Wilson’s pious rhetoric 
about “making the world safe for democracy” gained vogue in the public mind. 
All this has since been co-opted by men whose goal is global power by any means, 
even if the consequence is the subjugation (and eventual destruction) of America’s 
founding population. As Forrest MacDonald observed, “Political scientists and 
historians are in agreement that federalism’ is the greatest contribution of the 
Founding Fathers to the science of government. It is also the only feature of the 
Constitution that has been successfully exported, that can be employed to protect 
liberty elsewhere in the world. Yet what we invented, and others imitate, no longer 
exists on its native shores.” As the Founders predicted, the American government 
has become despotic at home and aggressive abroad. 

Although Prof. Wilson usually speaks of race and ethnic origins in only the 
most elliptical of terms, he does provide unmistakable clues to the roots of 
American exceptionalism. His arguments are frequently framed in terms of 
philosophy of government, but there is a message between the lines. In 
“Citizens or Subjects,” Wilson makes a point that is rarely allowed on the table 
for discussion today. “Nations come into existence when a unique identity is 
fused by history out of a particular group of people, a particular land, and a 
particular culture.” In “American Counter-Revolution,” Prof. Wilson reasserts 
the vital ethnic character of America’s founding stock: “Americans, moreover, 
had a task before them—civilizing a continental wilderness—that only self- 
confident Anglo-Celtic males could have been expected to accomplish.” In 
“Thomas Jefferson’s Birthday,” Wilson goes even further: “Jefferson’s 
discussion of the American racial dilemma in Query XIV of Notes on the State 
of Virginia says everything true that can be said about the subject.”* 

Contrasted with the organic ethnic character of a nation, “In an empire, the 
genius of the people, as the American Founding Fathers called the particular 
native social fabric, no longer matters because an empire consists of many 
peoples, or, in effect, none.” [emphasis added] He concludes: 

[An empire] consists of subjects, interchangeable persons, having no intrinsic 
value, to be manipulated in the interests of that abstraction, the empire. Subjects, 
for instance, whose neighborhoods or schools may be turned over to criminals 
should the rulers prefer to placate criminals rather than punish them. Subjects 
whose hallowed notions of family and morality may be put officially on a par 
with debased forms invented by diseased personalities. Or whose culture can be 
treated as inferior to some other that has been or is to be imported and officially 
recognized. 
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For decades, the United Nations seemed the chosen vehicle for realization 
of the long sought “New World Order.” As Prof. Wilson writes in “Global 
Democracy and American Tradition,” “The pro-UN propaganda reached 
every hamlet in America with an intensity that was not even matched by the 
world wars.” The UN has lately been de-emphasized, at least in part because 
of residual right-wing opposition to the specter of global government—a 
phenomenon realized, remarkably, almost entirely at the grass roots level. But 
there is another reason why the UN has lost popularity among the cognoscenti. 
“The glorification of the United Nations continued until it became evident that 
the UN was intransigently anti-Zionist....”. With this turn of phrase, Prof. 
Wilson puts the spotlight on a force whose name is rarely spoken in discussions 
of the quadripartite coalition that rules post-Western America—do-gooder 
liberals; the moneyed class; a new proletariat composed of non-Western racial 
blocks, feminists, homosexuals, and other disaffected groups; and Patrick 
Buchanan’s no longer invisible “Amen Corner.” 

Prof. Wilson’s aforementioned connection to the League of the South is, we 
believe, his coming out as a defender of America’s founding population. 
Although the focus of the LOS is Southern and almost exclusively cultural in 
nature, a case can be made that it is establishing a base for cultural renewal 
around which all like-minded people might rally. Wilson has, in his 
professional career as a teacher and writer, stayed largely within the confines 
of political correctness’s restrictions—though, at times, just barely. The 
association with the LOS opens a crack, albeit a small one, in that barrier. 

In the final essay of the book, “Restoring the Republic,” Prof. Wilson sets out 
to define the conditions under which America might be saved. A worthy goal to 
be sure, but unfortunately much of the exposition is, we believe, unlikely to 
convince. Wilson appeals repeatedly to the virtues of limited government and low 
taxes, a line that has been thoroughly co-opted (and subsequently roundly 
ignored) by the Republican Party and its neoconservative puppet masters. At one 
point, Prof. Wilson even finds favor with the notion of a new constitutional 
convention, the purpose of which would be restoration of that tattered document 
to its original intent. The belief that the elites that hold power in America would 
refrain from using such an event to rewrite the Constitution as a coercive 
instrument of radical multiculturalism is, to put it charitably, preposterous. 

But there is also a glimmer of understanding of the underlying issue in the final 
essay. Prof. Wilson identifies the vehicle chosen by the power elite for transforming 
America into a world empire and finally disposing of its founding population: 
Third World immigration. Writes Wilson, “To say that everyone in the world who 
can manage to get here is an American citizen is to say that there is no such thing 
as an American citizen in any meaningful sense....” He adds: 

We must take away from the oligarchy the brokering of how differing groups of a 

pluralistic society live together. Also, in order to restore the value of republican 

citizenship, it will have to be restricted. That means that immigration has to be 
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reduced to a small number determined specifically by the future and current 

interest of the American people, not by any philosophical or economic 

consideration. We must end the system by which any respiring creature who 
manages to sneak under the fence becomes immediately entitled to all the rights 
and privileges of citizenship. 

Despite the sometimes tentative nature of his forays into the perilous waters 
of identity politics, Prof. Wilson seems prepared to acknowledge their 
importance: 

Democracy, as our forefathers clearly recognized, is not a group of people living 

under common procedures and economic exchanges. It is a social fabric of 

tradition, habit, and prejudice that makes self-government possible in a way that 

no proclaimed set of procedures or even carefully balanced interests can. A 

miscellaneous collection of people are not citizens of a republic but 

interchangeable ciphers of imperialism. The aspiration of a globalized 
citizenship is not the vision of republicanism but the dream of empire. 

It is finally time to revisit the question posed initially: Do the words of the 
Founders have relevance today? History has shown that Jefferson’s 
principles—however appropriate they may have been to the people of Virginia, 
the South, and the West—have proved inadequate to arrest the consolidating 
forces represented by 1) the fusion of New England mercantilism and Puritan 
moral coercion, and 2) the more recent coalition that added global imperialism 
and an extrinsic proletariat to the mix. Perhaps the most fitting thing we can 
say about the Founders is that there is still some degree of residual respect for 
their era among those who do not yet understand the seriousness of our present 
situation. That respect can at times serve as an initial foothold from which to 
broach discussion of contemporary problems with those who would tune out 
a more direct approach. Thus, the value of contributions such as Wilson’s may 
be that they provide not only rearguard guerrilla harassment against 
liberalism’s advance through our culture, but also a rallying point from which 
to launch a counterrevolution. 

Nevertheless, we would contend that Jeffersonian principles are no longer 
adequate, in and of themselves, to unseat the ravening horsemen of liberalism. 
The cancer eating away at the body politic has metastasized too far for that. 
Without a strong sense of cultural identity and the will to defend it, the struggle 
will be lost, a point with which we hope Prof. Wilson would agree. Faith in 
democracy, republicanism, personal liberty, and all the other civic virtues 
espoused by America’s Founders matters little if the people who created such 
concepts no longer constitute a coherent entity capable of influencing the 
course of events. In which case, what value were those principles to their 
defunct creators? Shall we surrender our very existence for an abstract 
principle so that the rest of the world can briefly enjoy liberties they can neither 
create for themselves nor sustain in our absence? This is suicide, as writers from 
Oswald Spengler, Madison Grant, and Lothrop Stoddard to James Burnham 
and Patrick Buchanan have warned. 
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One must fight the battle that is presented. The verities of the Founding era 
may be useful as a means of rallying support among those who have not yet 
realized the true long-term threat to the West represented by Third World 
immigration. But ultimately, political, social, cultural, and religious beliefs are 
not independent of the character and temperament of the people who hold 
them. To defend ideas and principles, however intellectually satisfying they 
may be, without preserving and sustaining the people who authored them is 
to defend nothing. 


William Scott lives in Virginia and is a Southern activist and writer on 
themes of moral philosophy and the sociobiological basis of human 
institutions. 


ENDNOTES 


1. Wilson acknowledges that modern politicians have hijacked the term “conservative.” 
He defines traditional conservatism as composed of three virtues: republicanism, 
constitutionalism, and federalism. Republicanism is a form of government wherein power 
rests with the people as expressed via elected representative leaders. Constitutionalism is 
a system wherein law “protects the people from the rulers and the individual from the 
people.” Federalism, in this case, means a decentralized union wherein people are citizens 
of states and not of the union thereof. The reader should note that this definition of 
federalism is confusing since, in most cases, Wilson uses the term “Federalist” to 
characterize opponents of Jeffersonian conservatism, e.g., consolidationists such as 
Alexander Hamilton and John Adams. 

2. Prof. Wilson’s indictment of New Englanders and their puritanical urges will not sit 
well with some Americans whose roots are not in the South or West but for whom the 
principles of Jeffersonian self-reliance and republicanism hold a strong appeal. And 
indeed, it isa dilemma for those who rightly wish to foster much-needed unity among the 
remnant of America’s habitually fragmented founding stock. But there is an element of 
truth in Prof. Wilson’s brief. In his book, Albion’s Seed, David Hackett Fischer wrote of 
New England’s Puritans that they were the most privately orderly and publicly violent 
among allearly American settlers. This trait speaks to exactly the same coercive mentality 
Prof. Wilson identifies. 

3. MacDonald’s use here corresponds to Wilson’s favorable use of federalism, not the use 
that implies government centralization. 

4. Of Africans in servitude, Jefferson wrote: “Nothing is more certainly written in the book 
of fate, than that these people are to be free; nor is it less certain that the two races, equally 
free, cannot live in the same government. Nature, habit, opinion have drawn indelible 
lines of distinction between them. ” Jefferson greatly feared the prospect of not explicitly 
solving this problem. “If, on the contrary, it is left to force itself on, human nature must 
shudder at the prospect held up. ” 
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